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INTRODUCTION 
The existential philosopher, Martin Buber (1958, 1965, 1970), pur­
ported and described the "I-Thou" relationship. Buber's I-Thou relation­
ship is an encounter between individuals and is best exemplified by many 
present day existential counseling theorists, e.g., Rogers, May, Frankl, 
Jourard, Maslow and Arbuckle. The treatise of the I-Thou relationship 
is rooted in existentialism and May (1961a) could be viewed as a leader 
of existential thought in the United States. 
Existentialism means centering upon the existing person; it 
is the emphasis on the human being as he is emerging, becom­
ing. . . . Traditionally in Western culture, existence has 
been set over against essence, the latter being the emphasis 
on immutable principles, truth, logical laws, etc. that are 
supposed to stand above any given existence, (p. 16) 
While May is not viewed as a therapist, he is concerned with the applica­
tion aspects of existentialism to the therapy process. 
fundamental contribution of existential therapy is its under­
standing of man as being . . . drives or dynamisms . . . can 
be understood only in the context of the structure of the 
person we are dealing with . . . ic Is concëtriêd with cntclcgy, 
the science of being, and with Daseln, the existence of this 
particular being setting opposite the psychotherapist. 
(May, 1961b, p. 37) 
Buber (1965) considered the I-Thou relationship to be interhiman 
which implies that both parties are human and they interact on that basis. 
Buber (1958, 1965) proposed that the I-Thou relationship is entered Into 
with the whole being, and "is characterized by mutuality, direcîâess, 
presentness, intensity and Ineffabillty" (Friedman, 1965, p. 12). Buber 
(1965) wrote the following concerning the I-Thou relationship: 
When two men converse together, the psychological is certainly 
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an important part of the situation . . . the hidden accompani­
ment to conversations . . . whose meaning is to be found neither 
In one of the partners nor In both together, but only in their 
dialogue itself, in this "between" which they live together. 
(p. 75) 
Stanford and Roark (1974) stated that the "between" has two keys, human 
interaction and communication and without the man's fulfillment and 
existence will cease. 
Carl Rogers (1961) an existential-based counseling theorist, ob­
tained an understanding of Buber's I-Thou relationship through the use 
of the following quote by Buber (Buber & Rogers, 1957) 
Confirming means . . . accepting the whole potentiality of 
the other ... I can recognize in him, know in him, the per­
son he has been . . , created to became ... I confirm him 
in myself, and then in him, in relation to this potentiality 
that . . . can now be developed, can evolve, (p. 3) 
Rogers (1961) adopted Buber's "confimlng the other" treatise but util­
izes the construct of the "personal encounter," as a descriptor of an 
effective interpersonal relationship. An effective interpersonal rela­
tionship promotes the growth of and improves the functioning of another 
person (Rogers, 1961). Seeley (1969) says the effective interpersonal 
relationship exists when two people are "being" together, "Being" re­
quires a knowledge of who each one Is and self-knowledge: The knowledge 
of me, you and us are required in the being. Johnson and Vestermark . 
(1970) stated that an effective Interpersonal relationship is made of 
awareness, warmth, acceptance, honesty, genuineness, sincerity, self-
knowledge, sensitivity and humanness. 
Perhaps the persons to whom effective Interpersonal relationships 
are most vital are those who have chosen (the assisting of others) as 
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their life's work. A wide variety of professionals utilize relationships 
with people, psychotherapists, teachers, religious workers, counselors, 
social workers, and clinical psychologists (Rogers, 1961). Rogers (1961, 
1962) concluded that it is the quality of the interpersonal encounter 
with the client which is the most significant element in determining 
effectiveness. Rogers (1962) gave three conditions as being essential 
to make a helping relationship a growth promoting climate: congruence, 
empathy, and unconditional positive regard. In other words, in the help­
ing relationship, the counselor must be himself, be genuine; he must be 
able to sense the other's "personal meanings as if they were his own," 
and must accept unconditionally the other person as he is, as a person 
of worth (Johnson & Vestermark, 1970). 
Research studies by Truax and Carkhuff (1967), Combs, Avila and 
Purkey (1969), and Carkhuff (1969d) revealed a positive relationship be­
tween Rogers' conditions of congruence, empathy, unconditional positive 
regard and other facultative conditions when assisting others. Carkhuff 
and Berenson (1967) added concreteness as a facultative condition and 
elaborated on each facilitative condition a little differently than 
Rogers. By adding concreteness to the facilitative conditions Carkhuff 
has provided a more usable model for counseling effectiveness. The con­
dition of concreteness facilitated the modification of the relationship 
model with £«o dimensions» 
Modification and clarification of the relationship model occurred 
when Carkhuff (1969b) grouped the facilitative conditions of empathy, 
genuineness, respect, and concreteness under one label, Facilitation, 
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and added another label, Action Orientation. Self-disclosure, confron­
tation, and immediacy are conditions grouped under Action Orientation. 
This modification brought about a model emphasizing Facilitation and 
Action Orientation as dimensions of counseling effectiveness. 
Carkhuff (1969b) designed the Communication and Discrimination 
Indexes to assess both the facultative and action oriented dimensions. 
The difference between the indexes is in the assessment procedures. The 
Communication Index requires verbal responses and the Discrimination 
Index requires the selection of written responses in the assessment 
process. (A more detailed explanation of both indexes is given in the 
Methodology Chapter.) Therefore, it was postulated that by using Cark­
huff s Communication and Discrimination Indexes, a research study could 
be conducted to assess the effectiveness of helpers' communication and 
discrimination skills. 
Pervasive in professional counseling literature Is the thesis that 
therapists' behavior and particularly their attitudes toward clients 
interact with other variables and significantly affect the counseling 
process and its outcome (Bryson & Bardo, 1976). Stleper and Wiener's 
(1965) review of literature, suggested that counselors generally like 
clients who are similar to them, and success of the counseling process 
is geared toward their clients becoming more like them, and, if not, fail-
urs is placed on the client. Strupp (I960) suggested that six attitudes 
of the therapist could possibly affect the counseling process, e.g., 
ethnic group of client, socioeccncmic status of client, intellect of 
client, sex of client, age of client, and station In life of client. 
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Ayres (1970) considered counselors' attitude to be the greatest factor 
to influence the counseling process. 
An attitude is an interrelated set of propositions about an object 
or class of objects which are organized around cognitive, behavioral, 
and affective dimensions (Ehrlich, 1973) which could be recorded and 
transmitted from one generation to another. Attitudes influence an in­
dividual's response to objects, situations, other persons and group of 
persons (Mehrens and Lehmann, 1965). According to the Dictionary of 
Behavioral Science by Benjamin B. Wolman (1973), an attitude can be 
either positive or negative. Research studies in counseling and psycho­
therapy suggest the presence of a negative attitude when counselors and 
clients are members of different ethnic groups (Ayers, 1970; Stieper & 
Wiener, 1965; Strupp, 1960). Cooper and McGaugh (1963) stated that it 
is more appropriate to use the term "prejudicial attitude" instead of 
"negative attitude" since there seems little doubt that the attitude 
construct is generic and the prejudice construct is a specific type of 
acclcUuê. 
Prejudice defined by Newcomb, Turner, and Converse (1965), as an un­
favorable attitude ... a predisposition to think, feel, and act in 
ways that are "against" or "away from" rather than "for" or "toward" 
other persons, especially as members of groups. Ehrlich (1973) proposed 
three dimensions of prejudice, the cognitive, conative and affective di­
mensions, which could be assessed. The cognitive dimension of prejudice 
is labeled "stereotypes." Stereotype or stereotyping refers to the strue 
turing of the elements of belief statements about groups of people. This 
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dimension Is assessed by using an Instrument that solicits reaction to a 
particular ethnic group. The conatlve dimension of prejudice Is labeled 
"social distance." Social distance, defined by Parks (1924), Is "the 
degrees and grades of understanding and Intimacy which characterize per­
sonal and social relations" (p. 339). A social distance scale is usually 
used to assess prejudice on the conatlve dimension. The affective di­
mension is emotionally fortified and is referred to as feelings held about 
a given group of people. This dimension is assessed by a physiological 
measure. 
Therefore, considering prejudice as an attitude, an important re­
search question is: Do prejudicial attitudes effect the verbal communi­
cation and written discrimination skills of helpers? 
Purpose of Study 
The purpose of this study was to investigate whether prejudicial 
attitudes of black and white helpers affected their verbal communication 
and written discrimination skills, when cast into a pseudo counseling 
interaction. Two types of prejudicial attitudes were assessed, physio­
logical and self-report. A pseudo counseling Interaction simulation was 
provided to facilitate assessing verbal communication and written dis­
crimination skills of the subjects. Further information will be pre­
sented in the Methodology Chapter. 
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Research Problems 
Two research problems were formulated to examine If prejudicial 
attitudes affect black and white helpers' verbal communication and writ­
ten discrimination skills, when cast into a pseudo counseling inter­
action. 
1. To determine if black and white helpers' physiological 
and self-report prejudice affected their verbal communica­
tion responses to black and white helpees. 
2. To determine if black and white helpers' physiological 
and self-report prejudice affected their written discrim­
ination responses to black and white helpees. 
Null Hypotheses 
To examine the research problems, the following null hypotheses 
were generated. The following were tested at the .05 level of signifi­
cance . 
Hypothesis 1: There is no significant difference between black and 
white helpers' level of verbal communication responses 
to black and white helpees, as assessèu by Chê CCwmU-
nlcatlon Index. 
Hypothesis 2: There Is no significant difference between black and 
white helpers' level of verbal communication responses 
to black and white helpees, as assessed by the Commu­
nication Index, when controlling for physiological 
prejudice. 
Hypothesis 3: There is no significant difference between black and 
white helpers' level of verbal communication responses 
to black and white helpees, as assessed by the Cesmu-
nlcatlon Index, when controlling for self-report 
prejudice. 
Hypothesis 4: There Is no significant difference between black and 
white helpers' level of verbal communication responses 
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Hypothesis 5 : 
Hypothesis 6: 
to black and white helpees, as assessed by the Commu­
nication Index, when controlling for combined physio­
logical and self-report prejudice. 
There is no significant difference between black and 
white helpers' level of written discrimination re­
sponses to black and white helpees, as assessed by 
the Discrimination Index. 
There is no significant difference between black and 
white helpers' level of written discrimination responses 
to black and white helpees, as assessed by the Discrimi­
nation Index, when controlling for physiological prej­
udice . 
Hypothesis 7: 
Hypothesis 8: 
Hypothesis 9 : 
There is no significant difference between black and 
white helpers' level of written discrimination re­
sponses to black and white helpees, as assessed by the 
Discrimination Index, when controlling for self-report 
prejudice. 
There is no significant difference between black and 
white helpers' level of written discrimination responses 
to black and white helpees, as assessed by the Dis­
crimination Index, when controlling for combined physio­
logical and self-report prejudice. 
There is no significant difference between black and 
white helpers' level of written discrimination re­
sponses to black and white helpees, as assessed by 
the Discrimination Index, when controlling for verbal 
communication scores. 
Hypothesis 10; 
Hypothesis 11: 
Hypothesis 12: 
There is no significant difference between black and 
white helpers' level of written discrimination responses 
to black and white helpees, as assessed by the Discrimi­
nation Index, when controlling for combined physio­
logical prejudice and verbal communication scores. 
There is no significant difference between black and 
white helpers' level of written discrimination responses 
to black and white helpees, as assessed by the Discrimi­
nation Index, when controlling for combined self-report 
prejudice and verbal communication scores. 
There is no significant difference between black and 
white helpers' level of written discrimination responses 
to black and white helpees, as assessed by the Discrimi­
nation Index, when controlling for combined physiological. 
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and self-report prejudice, and verbal communication 
scores. 
Limitations 
The scope of this study was limited to five black males, five black 
females, five white males and five white females, who were pursuing a 
career in the helping profession and/or currently employed in a helping 
profession during the summer of 1978. Persons pursuing a career were 
enrolled in a Masters Degree program or a Doctorate Degree program in 
Counselor Education, or Higher Education with emphasis in student per­
sonnel services. Others were currently employed as counseling psycholo­
gists, secondary school teachers or counselors, or student personnel 
administrators on the university level. Subjects were also associated 
with Iowa State University as graduate students and/or employees. 
Instrumentation used to assess prejudice and responding skills was 
limited. The assessment of prejudice was limited to the Social Distance 
Scale and the Reckman Type RS Dynograph Recorder with a Type 9892A Skin 
Resistance Coupler. The assessment of subjects' skills was limited to 
verbal communication and written discrimination skills facilitated by 
four simulated films. 
Definitions 
To facilitate preciaeness, the following definitions were utilized 
in this study: 
1. Verbal communication skills; The ability of an individual to 
formulate and verbalize an oral response to a helpee 
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stimulus expression. 
Written discrimination skills: The ability of an individual 
to select the most appropriate written response to a 
helpee stimulus expression. 
Physiological prejudice: The change in galvanic skin response 
of an individual when a visual and verbal stimulus con­
cerning different ethnic groups are presented. 
Self-report prejudice: The extent that an ethnic group member 
would share relationships with other ethnic groups 
(Ehrlich, 1973). 
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RELATED REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Introduction 
Prediction of counselor effectiveness as revealed In professional 
literature Is a continuous concern of counselors and counselor educators. 
This was evidenced by the large number of articles dealing with two Im­
portant areas: counselor responding skills and counselors' attitude. 
Counselors' attitude refers to Ideas or beliefs about clients, and re­
search studies In this area suggest that counselor attitude can help or 
hinder the counseling process (Smith, 1967; Arbuckle, 1969; Settler, 
1970; Ayers, 1970; Williams & Strickland, 1971; Gunnings, 1971; Harper, 
1973). These studies also Indicated that counselors were more success­
ful In counseling individuals from their own ethnic group. Success was 
designed around counselors' ability to respond to clients and the liter­
ature suggests that responding skills were hindered by counselors' atti­
tude tc^ 'srd clients. 
In that the assessment of attitude (prejudice) on the conatlve and 
affective dimensions, and counselor responding skills are related to this 
study, the Review of Literature Is divided into two general sections: 
Prejudicial Assessment—Affective and Conatlve and Counselor Responding 
Skills. 
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Prejudicial Assessment 
Affective dimension 
Research studies regarding the assessment of the affective dimen­
sion of prejudice are vast. There have been several assessment proce­
dures used to assess the affective dimension of prejudice. They are 
observational, self-report, and physiological. The physiological assess­
ment of the affective dimension of prejudice was of concern in this in­
vestigation. This aspect of the affective dimension of prejudice is 
based on the assumption that prejudice has a physiological base, and if 
simulated, will change, and the change can be measured by a physiologi­
cal measure (Cooper & McGaugh, 1963; Ehrllch, 1973). The physiological 
measure used in these research studies to assess the physiological affec­
tive dimension of prejudice was the galvanic skin response. The galvanic 
skin response Is a measure of electrodermal reactivity, that is, the 
resistance or conductance of the skin to the secretions of the sweat 
glands (Ehrllch, 1973). Simply stated, a galvanic skin response is a 
change in the electrical conductance of a person's skin. The changes 
in galvanic skin responses during an assessment of the physiological 
affective dimension of prejudice are evoked by stimuli. 
The stimuli indicated in studies that assess the physiological 
affective dimension of prejudice have been of three types: physical 
contact by members of ethnic groups which the subject is not a member of, 
verbal communication (complimentary, derogatory statements) concerning 
ethnic groups that contradicts one's beliefs, and visual perception 
(pictures, photograph slides) of different ethnic group members 
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interacting with members of the subjects' ethnic group. For examina­
tion, studies regarding the assessment of the physiological affective 
dimension of prejudice will be grouped by stimuli in the aforementioned 
order. 
The first set of studies used physical contact by a member of an 
ethnic group different from the subject's ethnic group as a stimulus in 
the assessment of the physiological affective dimension of prejudice 
(Rankin & Campbell, 1955; Poirer & Lott, 1967). 
The first study to use the physical contact by a member of an ethnic 
group different from the subject's ethnic group as a stimulus in the 
assessment of the physiological affective dimension of prejudice was con­
ducted by Rankin and Campbell (1955). They used 40 white male college 
students as subjects and the study was presented to the subjects as a 
word association test. Subjects were told that a galvanic skin response 
would be recorded for each word presented to each subject orally. The 
actual study involved the assessment of the physiological affective di­
mension of prejudice towards Blacks by comparing the galvanic skin re­
sponses recorded to the physical contact of a black experimenter and a 
white experimenter. Each subject was seated in an armchair. Attached 
to the subject's left wrist was a dummy, nonfunctioning galvanic skin 
response apparatus, and attached to the subject's right wrist was a 
fully-functioning galvanic skin response apparatus. Galvanic skin re­
sponses, recorded during the assessment of the physiological affective 
dimension of prejudice, were recorded when the black and white experi­
menters had physical contact with the subject, adjusting the dummy 
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galvanic skin response apparatus. The results of the study were com­
piled by comparing the white subjects' galvanic skin responses to the 
physical contact of the black experimenter and the white experimenter. 
The results revealed that the white subjects' galvanic skin responses to 
the physical contact of the black experimenter were greater than the 
galvanic skin responses recorded to the physical contact of the white 
experimenter. 
A second study that used physical contact between ethnic group 
members as a stimulus for the assessing of the physiological affective 
dimension of prejudice was conducted by Poirer and Lott (1967). However, 
their major purpose was to investigate the consistency between the assess­
ment of the physiological affective dimension of prejudice toward Blacks. 
The cognitive dimension of prejudice toward Blacks was assessed by the 
administration of the anti-Black subscale of the California Ethnocen-
trlsm Scale to 60 white college students. The California Ethnocentrlsm 
Scale Is a self-report, pencil and paper Instrument. The physiological 
effective dimension of prejudice toward Blacks was assessed by record­
ing the galvanic skin responses of 60 white male students to the physi­
cal contact of a black assistant and white assistant. Each assistant 
alternated in making adjustments to a nonfunctioning galvanic skin re­
sponse apparatus attached to the subject's left wrist while a fully-func-
tlonlng galvanic skin response apparatus attached to the subject's right 
wrist recorded galvanic skin responses to the physical contact of the 
assistants: The results indicated that 20 out of 23 times the highly 
ethnocentric (highly prejudiced) subjects toward Blacks, as assessed 
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by the California Ethnocentrism Scale, displayed greater galvanic skin 
responses to the physical contact of the black assistant than the low 
ethnocentric (not highly prejudiced) subjects toward Blacks. 
The next set of studies used verbal communication in the form of 
complimentary and derogatory statements about ethnic groups as stimuli 
in the assessment of the physiological affective dimension of prejudice 
(Cooper & Singer, 1956; Cooper & Siegel, 1956; Cooper & Pollock, 1959). 
The first study that used verbal communication as a stimulus in the 
assessment of the physiological affective dimension of prejudice was 
conducted by Cooper and Singer (1956). Twenty white male subjects were 
administered a ranking scale composed of 20 different ethnic groups 
listed in alphabetical order. The rank order of one on the scale repre­
sented strong negative feelings toward a particular ethnic group and a 
rank order of twenty represented strong positive feelings toward a par­
ticular ethnic group. The ranking scale indentified subjects who Indi­
cated strong negative and positive feelings toward particular ethnic 
groups. The names of the ethnic groups that subjects Indicated strong 
negative and positive feelings toward were used in complimentary and 
derogatory statements during the physiological assessment of the affec­
tive dimension of prejudice. 
During the physiological assessment of the affective dimension of 
prejudice, four evaluative statements were given orally as the verbal 
conmunicatlon stimulus. Two of the statements were complimentary and two 
were derogatory; One complimentary statement was: "The world over, no 
single group of people has done as much for us, for our civilization as 
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the . The world will undoubtedly come to recognize them as 
honest, wise, and completely unselfish." One derogatory statement was: 
"People can be divided into two groups; the good and the bad. Close 
to the bottom of the list are the . They certainly can be said 
to have caused more trouble for humanity than they are worth." For a 
given subject, the name of the ethnic group that the subject indicated 
positive feeling toward was inserted and given orally in a derogatory 
statement, and the name of the ethnic group that the subject indicated 
negative feelings toward was inserted and given orally in a complimen­
tary statement. The names of the ethnic groups that the subject ranked 
11th and 12th were inserted and given orally in a complimentary and a 
derogatory statement. The ethnic groups ranked 11th and 12th were con­
sidered to be neutral ethnic groups. The subject's feelings toward the 
neutral ethnic groups were considered not to be negative nor positive. 
They hypothesized that galvanic skin responses recorded to the 
complimentary statements with the names of the ethnic groups that the 
subjects indicated negative feelings toward would be greater chan the 
galvanic skin responses recorded to the complimentary statements with the 
names of the neutral ethnic groups. Nineteen out of 20 times the gal­
vanic skin responses recorded to the complimentary statements with the 
names of the ethnic groups that the subjects indicated negative feelings 
toward were greater than the galvanic skin responses recorded to the 
complimentary statements with the names of the neutral ethnic groups. 
Another hypothesis was that galvanic skin responses recorded to the de­
rogatory statements with the names of the ethnic groups that the 
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subjects Indicated positive feelings toward would be greater than the 
galvanic skin responses recorded to the derogatory statements with names 
of neutral ethnic groups. Fourteen out of 20 times the galvanic skin re­
sponses recorded to the derogatory statements with the names of the 
ethnic groups that the subjects Indicated positive feelings toward were 
greater than the galvanic skin responses recorded to derogatory state­
ments with the names of the neutral ethnic groups. 
Another study that used verbal communication in the form of compli­
mentary statements as a stimulus in the physiological assessment of the 
affective dimension of prejudice was conducted by Cooper and Slegel 
(1956), and was a partial replication of Cooper and Singer's (1956) study. 
The partial replication focused on the negative feelings rather than the 
positive feelings toward different ethnic groups. A ranking scale was 
administered to 176 college students and they were Instructed to rank 
the names of 20 different ethnic groups that they have strong negative 
feelings toward. Twenty-three subjects from the original pool of 176 
college students were selected to participate in the assessment of the 
affective dimension of prejudice because they had indicated strong nega­
tive feelings toward particular ethnic groups on the ranking scale. The 
names of the ethlic groups that the subjects had indicated strong nega­
tive feelings toward were Inserted and given orally in complimentary 
statements during the assessment of the physiological affective dimension 
of prejudice. The names of the ethnic groups the subjects had ranked 
11th were inserted and given orally in complimentary statements during 
the assessment of the physiological affective dimension of prejudice. 
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The results of this study were almost Identical to the replicated 
portion of Cooper and Singer's (1956) study. Twenty out of 23 times the 
galvanic skin responses recorded to the complimentary statements with 
the names of the ethnic groups that the subjects Indicated negative 
feelings toward were greater than the galvanic skin responses recorded 
to the complimentary statements with the names of the neutral ethnic 
group. 
A third study that used verbal communication In the form of compli­
mentary statements as a stimulus In the assessment of the physiological 
affective dimension of prejudice was conducted by Cooper and Pollock 
(1959). They hypothesized that the sizes of galvanic skin responses 
recorded from a person to complimentary statements concerning different 
ethnic groups could identify the degree of prejudice held by that person 
toward different ethnic groups when the person Indicated in rank order 
prejudice toward ethnic groups from highly prejudice to least prejudice. 
During the assessment of the physiological affective dimension of preju­
dice, tour complimentary statementa were given orally concerning nine 
different ethnic groups and to each complimentary statement a galvanic 
skin response was recorded. A rank scale was administered to subjects 
to determine if the sizes of galvanic skin responses can identify the 
degree of prejudice held by a person toward particular ethnic groups. 
The rank scale was composed of the nine names of ethnic groups used In 
the verbal complimentary statements during the physiological assessment 
of the affective dimension of prejudice. Subjects were informed to rank 
in order the ethnic groups that they were highly prejudiced toward to 
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the least prejudice. It was concluded that the sizes of galvanic skin 
responses recorded from a person to complimentary statements concern­
ing different ethnic groups could determine the degree of prejudice held 
by a person toward ethnic groups when the person ranked the degree of 
prejudice toward ethnic groups from highly prejudice to least preju­
dice. 
The last set of studies used visual perception (pictures and photo­
graphic slides) of different ethnic group members Interacting with mem­
bers of the subject's ethnic group as stimuli in the assessment of the 
physiological affective dimension of prejudice (Westle & LeFleur, 1959; 
Vldullch & Krevanlck, 1966). 
Westle and LeFleur (1959) used visual perception in the form of 
photographic slides as stimuli in the assessment of the physiological 
affective dimension of prejudice. A Summated Difference Scale was ad­
ministered to 250 white college freshmen to identify "prejudice" and 
"unprejudice" subjects toward Blacks. Â Summated Difference Scale is 
composed of favorable traits about a particular ethnic group. The more 
traits checked by a person concerning a particular ethnic group indi­
cates that person's attractiveness toward that particular ethnic group 
and the least checked traits indicate that person's dlstractiveness 
toward that particular ethnic group. Dlstractiveness toward an ethnic 
group was considered as "prejudice" and attractiveness toward an ethnic 
group was considered as "unprejudice." From the original pool of 250 
white college freshmen the upper 25 percent and lower 25 percent were 
selected to continue the study. The upper 25 percent represented the 
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"prejudice" group and the lower 25 percent represented the "unprejudlce" 
group. Each group was half males and half females. During the assess­
ment of the physiological affective dimension of prejudice, subjects were 
shown a photographic slide of a Black, a White, and a Black and White 
together. A galvanic skin response was recorded for each photographic 
slide shown. The results indicated that greater galvanic skin responses 
were given by "prejudice" subjects to the photographic slide of the 
Black and the Black and White together, than the White alone. In rela­
tion to the "unprejudlce" group the "prejudice" group's galvanic skin 
responses were greater for the slides of the Black and the Black and 
White together. 
The next study that used visual perception in the form of photo­
graphic slides of Blacks and Blacks and Whites together as a stimulus 
in the assessment of the physiological affective dimension of prejudice 
vas conducted by Vldullch and Krevanlck (1966). They hypothesized that 
"highly prejudice" persons toward Blacks would exhibit greater galvanic 
âklû tèsponsês than "lev prejudice" persons toward Blacks when visîîing 
photographic slides of Blacks and Blacks and Whites together. The ex­
perimenters administered an attitude scale to 214 white students en­
rolled in an elementary psychology course to assess their prejudice 
attitudes toward Blacks. The upper 20 and lower 20 students were se­
lected to continue the study with the upper 20 being the "highly preju­
dice" group and the lower 20 being the "low prejudice" group. Males and 
females were equally represented in both groups. During the assessment 
of the physiological affective dimension of prejudice each subject was 
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presented with slides of Blacks and Blacks and Whites together as the 
visual perception stimulus. A galvanic skin response was recorded for 
each slide shown to each subject. The results Indicated that "highly 
prejudice" persons toward Blacks exhibit greater galvanic skin responses 
than "low prejudice" persons when viewing photographic slides of Blacks 
and Blacks and Whites together. 
In summary, the research studies regarding the stimuli used to 
assess the physiological affective dimension of prejudice have been ex­
amined. The three types of stimuli covered in the literature were: 
physical contact by members of ethnic groups which the subject is not a 
member of, verbal communication (complimentary and derogatory statements) 
concerning ethnic groups that contradicts one's beliefs, and visual per­
ception (pictures and photographic slides) of different ethnic group mem­
bers interacting with members of the subjects' ethnic group. All re­
search studies concluded that all stimuli used were successful in evok­
ing the physiological measures (galvanic skin response) required to 
assess the physiological affeCtivc uîwênBxCn of prejudice. 
Conatlve dimension 
The research areas regarding the conatlve dimension of prejudice 
vast, with the majority of studies being conducted in the 1960s. The 
conatlve dimension of prejudice is usually labeled "social distance" 
which is "the grades and degrees of unders£aading and iriîiûisey which 
characterize personal and social relations" (Parks, 1924, p. 339). 
Ehrlich (1973) concurs with parks' definition and especially his classi­
fications of personal and social relations. However, Ehrlich (1973) 
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classifies them as personal distance norms and social distance norms of 
behavior. Personal distance norms of behavior are a person's intentions 
to engage in a particular behavior with another person. The behavior 
could be friendship, marriage, neighbor or a speaking acquaintance. 
Social distance norms of behavior are ways of interacting with an ethnic 
group different from one's own in a manner, which is acceptable, to vary­
ing degrees, by the society at large. This type of behavior could be 
interracial marriage, desegregation of schools and housing areas, and 
membership in social clubs and organizations. Studies concerning per­
sonal and social distance noms of behavior are related to this investi­
gation and will be examined. To limit the number of studies, only those 
focusing on ethnic groups represented in this investigation will be 
covered. 
Personal distance norms Personal distance norms of behavior 
are expressed intentions to engage personally in specific modes of be­
haviors, e.g., friendship, marriage, and living in open housing areas 
(Ehriich, 1973) . Factors which influence pérsônêl ùlstônCê fiOrâtô of be­
havior are manifested in a cognitive belief component that is separated 
into the concepts of similarity and dissimilarity (Rokeach, 1960; Byrne, 
1961). The concept of similarity Implies that persons who have similar 
(alike) beliefs on a certain amount of issues have low personal distance 
between than, and the concept of dissimilarity implies that persons who 
have dissimilar (not alike) beliefs on a certain amount of issues have 
greater personal distance between them. The concepts of similarity and 
dissimilarity are focused on in the studies regarding personal distance 
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noms of behavior. Therefore, studies In this section will focus on 
the cognitive belief component with the concepts of similarity and dis­
similarity as determining factors of personal distance norms of beha­
vior between Blacks and Whites. 
Rokeach (1960) was the first to theorize a relationship between 
personal distance norms and the cognitive belief component. He hypoth­
esized that similarity and dissimilarity of the cognitive belief compo­
nent were determinants of acceptance and rejection of others (personal 
distance). Rokeach, Smith and Evans (1960) tested the hypothesis. They 
administered a questionnaire to 201 white northern and southern stu­
dents, composed of Issues centering around friendship between Whites 
and Blacks. Subjects were asked to respond on a 9-polnt scale, rang­
ing from "I cannot see myself being friends with such a person" to "I 
can very easily see myself being friends with such a person," to three 
pairs of statements dealing with eight different beliefs. An example 
of one follows: 
Type EG: Ethnic group varied, belief held constant 
a. A white person who believes in God 
1  2  3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
b. A black person who believes in God 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
Type B: Belief varied, ethnic group held constant 
a. A white person who believes in God 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
b. A white person who is an atheist 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
Type BGB: Ethnic group varied, belief varied 
a. A white person who believes in God 
1  2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
b. A black person who is an atheist 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
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Scores were computed for each subject on each Issue presented. The 
results Indicated that Whites were preferred as friends over Blacks. 
More important was the finding that Blacks whose beliefs were congruent 
with the white subjects were preferred as friends, over Whites whose 
beliefs were dissimilar. 
Smith, Williams, and Willis (1967) replicated Rokeach et al. (I960) 
original design. They administered 192 pairs of statements constructed 
around beliefs, ethnic group, and sex to 119 white college students and 
167 black college students. Students responded to the 192 pairs of 
statements by selecting a rating on a 9-point scale, ranging from "I 
cannot see myself being friends with such a person" to "I can very easily 
see myself being friends with such a person." An example of one pair 
of statements that subjects responded to follows: 
Type EG; Difference in ethnic group only 
Type EG6: Difference in ethnic group and belief 
The results indicated that belief was a more important determinant 
of friendship choice than sex and ethnic group. An additional finding 
was that sex was the least important of all three determinants of friend­
ship choice. 
Closely related to Rokeach's theory of similarity and dissimilarity 
is Byrne and Wong's (1962) theory of perceived similarity and dissimi­
larity. Their theory is based on belief congruity which is drawn from 
a learning theory perspective. The theory proposes that perceived simi­
larity and dissimilarity may be conceptualized as interpersonal rewards 
and punishments. Thus, each similar belief can be seen as a reward and 
each dissimilar belief as punishment. Byrne (1961) hypothesized that, 
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"a stranger known to have attitudes similar to one's own will be better 
liked than a stranger who does not." His research design had three 
stages. First, the attitude scale was administered to the subject. 
After a period of three weeks, the second stage of the design was pre­
sented to the subject. The second stage called for the subject to be 
presented with an attitude scale exactly like the one completed by him 
in the first stage. The subject was Informed that the scale was completed 
by another subject. The scale was actually a duplicate of the subject's 
scale prepared by the experimenter. During the third stage, the sub­
ject was to evaluate the person's scale who supposedly completed the 
scale in terms of the person's intelligence, knowledge, morality, adjust­
ment, on the probability of liking that person and the enjoyment of 
working together. Byrne's hypothesis was confirmed that, "a stranger 
known to have attitudes similar to one's own was better liked than a 
stranger who did not." 
Byrne's (1961) design and theory of perceived similarity and dis­
similarity were utilized in studies by Byrne and Wong (1962) and Bycïiê 
and McGraw (1964). Based on Byrne's theory, both studies hypothesized 
that "a subject high In prejudice will respond positively to a black 
stranger providing that the stranger is completely similar to himself 
concerning attitudes about a relatively large number of topics." The 
opposite was also hypothesized, which was, "a subject low In prejudice 
will respond negatively to a black stranger if they have dissimilar 
attitudes about a large number of topics." Both studies did not yield 
uniformed results to confirm Byrne's hypothesis. 
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Utilizing Rokeach's and Byrne's works, Triandls and Davis (1965) 
attempted an Independent replication that actually questioned Rokeach's 
and Byrne's findings concerning beliefs as the major determinant of 
personal distance norms of behavior. They presented 300 white males 
with eight written descriptive statements composed of one of the follow­
ing combinations: "Black or White, male or female, and for or against 
civil rights legislation." Subjects were Instructed to rate the written 
descriptive statements on 12 semantic differential (SD) scales and 15 
behavioral differential scales. The scales represented the classic 
evaluation, potency, and activity factors of the semantic differential 
and the five factors of behavior differential. 
They hypothesized that ethnic group membership was more of a deter­
minant of personal distance norms of behavior than beliefs when the per­
sonal distance norms of behavior were friendship and marital acceptance. 
It was concluded that beliefs were more of a determinant of personal dis­
tance norms of behavior when the behavior was friendship or when the 
behavior was not intimate. However, when the behavior was intimate 
(marital acceptance) ethnic group membership was the major determinant 
of personal distance. 
In summary, studies regarding personal distance norms of behavior 
between Blacks and Whites indicated the presence of a cognitive belief 
component a The cognitive belief component was separated into two con­
cepts: similarity and dissimilarity. The concept of similarity im­
plies that persons who have similar (alike) beliefs on s certain amount 
of Issues have low personal distance between them, and dissimilarity 
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implies that persons who have dissimilar (not alike) beliefs on a cer­
tain amount of issues have greater personal distance between them. All 
studies examined did not confirm the concepts of similarity and dissimi­
larity as determinants of personal distance norms of behavior between 
Blacks and Whites, but some did confirm the two concepts as being deter­
minants of personal norms of behavior between Blacks and Whites. 
Social distance norms Social distance norms of behavior are vary­
ing degrees of social intimacy which one ethnic group holds about another 
ethnic group, that are acceptable and legal in society. This behavior 
could be interracial marriage, or desegregation in schools and housing 
areas. Social distance norms are determined by social categories in a 
society (Ehrllch, 1973). Some social categories are age, sex, class, 
religion, nationality, occupation, ideology and ethnic group. This sec­
tion is concerned with the social category of ethnic group as a determi­
nant of social distance between Blacks and Whites. 
Triandis and Triandls (1960) conducted a remarkable study in the 
area of social distance that used a modified form of Bogardus' scale. 
The scale consisted of 16 descriptions of persons who had one or more 
characteristics of two ethnic groups (Black and White), occupation (high 
and low prestige), religion (same or different), and nationality (low and 
high social distance). One Item on the scale was, "A Portuguese Black 
physician of the same religion as you." The social categories represented 
in each item were ethnic group, occupation, religion, and nationality. 
They found that the social category of ethnic group was the major deter­
minant of social distance, followed by occupation, religion and 
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nationality. 
Triandis and Davis (1965) replicated the 1960 study five times. 
They concluded five times that ethnic group was the major social cate­
gory that determined social distance, followed by occupation, religion 
and nationality. Another replication by Ames and Sakuma (1969) supported 
Triandis and associates' findings. However, Ehrlich (1973) concluded that 
the social category of ethnic group has declined as being the major de­
terminant of social distance. 
The complexity of social distance norms of behavior and social 
categories are further Illustrated by Long, Ziller, and Thompson (1966). 
Forty white male and 40 white female college students were presented with 
16 stimulus persons. The stimulus persons were elderly men and women 
from both black and white ethnic groups. Stimulus persons were presented 
live to the subjects and they were asked to estimate the likelihood of 
their becoming close friends with each on a 6-point scale which was in 
written form. Subjects were asked to assume that each stimulus person 
was of the same sex as themselves, and that they would come Into close 
contact with them during their vocational endeavors. 
Four social categories were presented in written form with two 
values each along with each stimulus person. The social categories with 
the two values were: (a) ethnic group: Black and White; (b) education: 
college graduate and grade school graduate; (c) age: old and young; 
(d) health: healthy and chronically ill. Each stimulus person displayed 
one value from each social category, e.g., "Black, college graduate, 
young, and healthy." The stimulus persons were randomly arranged and 
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presented to all subjects in the same order, and at the same time. 
The results revealed that the highest ratings of social categories 
for friendship acceptance were for healthy, college graduate, white and 
young, and these social categories appeared to be important to these sub­
jects in that order. It was concluded that ethnic group was less im­
portant than health and education as a social category in friendship 
acceptance, and age was less Important than ethnic group. This study fur­
ther indicates the decline of ethnic group as a determinant of social 
distance norms of behavior. 
Bogardus (1968), the designer of the social distance scale, compiled 
a 40-year long piece of research that confirms that ethnic group has de­
clined as the major determinant of social distance. His research is the 
longest series of sociological studies ever compiled with the same instru­
ment. The research studies took place in 1926, 1946, 1956, and 1966. 
In Bogardus' 1926 study, 1,725 persons from 32 locations across the 
United States responded to the scale. The scale reflected 36 different 
ethnic groups. The 1,725 participants were not equally divided accord­
ing to sex. Their age range was from 18 to 35. Ten percent of the par­
ticipants were Blacks and represented the portion of the total popula­
tion. One-half were enrolled in colleges with the other half being col­
lege graduates or people taking one or more graduate level courses. The 
majority of the sample was enrolled in sociology courses. Participants 
were from 12 different institutions which enrolled students from all 
states within the United States. In 1946, Bogardus conducted the second 
study. Subjects were selected In the same way as in 1926. This study 
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was composed of 1,950 subjects. Male and female were equally repre­
sented, from the same areas across the United States, and education level 
was equal. The scale had two additional ethnic groups--Mexicans and 
Japanese. In 1956, the same scale was used with the same procedure as 
In 1926 and 1946. This study Included 2,053 subjects, 1,005 males and 
1,048 females. The last of Bogardus' studies was conducted In 1966. 
The Social Distance Scale was completed by 2,605 college students In 35 
different colleges and universities In 25 states across the United 
States. 
Bogardus concluded the following from his research studies which 
extended over 40 years: social distance decreases very gradually, social 
distance Increases ^ en a sense of fear or Insecurity develops, and when 
people are culturally knowledgeable of different ethnic groups, social 
distance decreases. From each succeeding study, it was concluded that 
social distance between Blacks and Whites decreased. 
Schwartz (1967) confirmed Bogardus' findings that social distance 
had decreased. She projected from a survey the actual year when 90 per­
cent of the white population was expected to accept association with 
Blacks in integrated schools and acceptance of Blacks as neighbors. Her 
projection for acceptance in Integrated schools was 1981 and acceptance 
as neighbor, 1986. Her projections indicate a relatively slow change In 
social distance concerning integrated schools and neighborhoods. 
Throughout social distance literature is the concept of visibility. 
This coneept decreases social distance between ethnic groups. The con­
cept refers to ethnic group size, physical distinctiveness, spatial 
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distance, and acceptability. Pettigrew (1959) was the first to examine 
this concept concerning social distance between northern Whites (New 
England) and southern White (North Carolina and Georgia). It was hypoth­
esized that Southerners would display lower social distance scores to 
Blacks than Northerners due to a larger black population in the south. 
The hypothesis and concept were rejected when Pettigrew's results indi­
cated that Southerners displayed greater social distance scores toward 
Blacks than Northerners. From this same data, he compared responses from 
Whites who lived in two lowly populated black towns and those who lived 
in one highly populated black town. Results indicated that Whites who 
lived in the highly populated black town showed greater social distance. 
Pettigrew's findings have been supported by two replication studies. 
The first was by Kelly, Person, and Holtzman (1958), and the second by 
Williams and Carter (1964). Both studies confirmed Pettigrew's findings 
that visibility is not a major concept in the change of social distance 
between Blacks and Whites. 
Another study by Willis (1966) examined physical distance which is 
the concept of accessibility. Accessibility is construed as an indica­
tion of visibility. He conducted a study In speaking distance (physical 
distance while standing and conducting a conversation). Conversation be­
tween people of different ethnic groups (Whites and Blacks) is conducted 
at a greater distance than are the conversations between people of Che 
same ethnic group. 
In summary, social distance norms of behavior between Blacks and 
Whites have been determined by social categories in society. Some social 
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categories examined as possible determinants of social distance norms 
of behavior were age, sex, health, occupation, religion, nationality, 
education, and ethnic group. Ethnic group as a special category In de­
termining social distance norms of behavior was the focus of this sec­
tion, but several combinations of social categories were used in the 
studies. The studies did reveal ethnic group as a social category in 
determining social distance norms of behavior between Blacks and Whites 
has declined. 
Counselor Responding Skills 
The question of whether counselor responding skills can be taught 
has been answered in a number of studies. Helpee stimulus expressions 
that Include an affect tone (anger, happy) and a problem area (personal-
social, marl taX- sexual) are used in training to teach communication and 
discrimination skills. Communication skills are considered as the abil­
ity of an individual to formulate and verbalize a helper response to a 
helpee stimulus expression. Discrimination skills are considered as 
the ability of an individual to select the best possible written helper 
response to a helpee stimulus expression. The literature regarding the 
questions was vast during the 1960s and early 1970s. The use of this 
approach in teaching counselor responding skills has focused on a diversi­
fied population of trainees such as: teachers, parents, psychiatric in­
patients, nurses, rehabilitation personnel, employment agency personnel, 
undergraduate students, high school students, graduate students, and 
industrial supervisors. This section will Include studies that used 
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helpee stimulus expressions to teach counselor responding skills. The 
studies are of two types, those with control group and those without con­
trol groups. Studies with control groups will be Identified as such In 
the review, but studies examined will be presented by different popula­
tions of persons who served as trainees In the aforementioned order. 
Carkhuff (1969d) conducted one of the first studies to investigate 
whether counselor responding skills could be taught to teachers by helpee 
stimulus expressions. Trainees were experienced teachers who were en­
countering their first form of counselor training. The training program 
was conducted over a period of six weeks. Prior to training a pretrain-
ing assessment session was given to trainees where they were presented 
with 16 helpee stimulus expressions. They were asked to give a helping 
response to each expression. Following the ellcltatlon of helping re­
sponses they were asked to rate 64 counselor responses. The responses 
were rated on the Gross Rating Scale of Facultative Interpersonal Func­
tioning . 
Carkhuff s training program used an integrated approach that in­
cluded three types of training methods: didactic, experiential, and mod­
eling. The facultative and action-oriented dimensions were emphasized 
by the three methods of training. Trainees were taught to discriminate 
the levels of dimensions and to communicate higher levels of conditions 
via responding to tapes, role playing and live Interviews. 
The posttraining assessment was conducted in the same manner as the 
prstraining assessment. The posttraining assessment revealed that all 
trainees Improved significantly in communicating and discriminating 
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counselor responding skills. 
Blerman, Carkhuff, and Santelll (1969) conducted another study that 
used helpee stimulus expressions to teach teachers counselor responding 
skills. The trainees were head-start teachers, and the study was de­
signed to assess the effect of 10 hours of counselor training on train­
ees' responding skills. Fretralnlng assessment was conducted by casting 
the trainees In the helping role where they were to give helping re­
sponses to helpee stimulus expressions. The pretralnlng assessment 
focused on empathie responses as did the training program. The training 
program Included the communication and discrimination of empathie re­
sponses which were facilitated by helpee stimulus expressions. Posttrain-
ing assessment indicated a significant improvement in trainees' ability 
to communicate and discriminate empathie responses. 
Another study that used head-start teachers as trainees was con­
ducted by Carkhuff and Griffin (1971a). This study was conducted to 
assess the effects of counselor training upon trainees' responding skills. 
Prior to the training program a pretralnlng assessment session was con­
ducted. This included the assessment of trainees' communication and dis­
crimination skills by having trainees respond to helpee stimulus expres­
sions. The trainees' training program was composed of didactic and ex­
periential approaches. Helpee stimulus expressions were also used to 
teach trainees how to communicate and discriminate responses, posttrain-
ing assessment indicated significant improvement in trainees' responding 
skills. Trainees' CQ!nmunleatJ,on and discrimination skills improved as 
a result of the training program. 
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One study that Included two different groups of trainees was con­
ducted by Carkhuff and Banks (1970) . The two groups were white teachers 
and black parents. The study was designed to study the effects of coun­
selor training upon the responding skills between white teachers and 
black parents. It also assessed the effects of counselor training upon 
the responding skills between adults and white and black children. Prior 
to training, all trainees conducted an Interview with an adult of a dif­
ferent ethnic group and a child from each ethnic group. 
The training program focused on the facultative and action-ori­
ented dimensions, and were facilitated by helpee stimulus expressions. 
Trainees were given step-by-step Instructions on rating helper responses 
given to helpee stimulus expressions. Trainees also learned how to com­
municate effectively in terms of the dimensions which were responsive 
to helpee's expressions (empathy, respect). They then learned to commu­
nicate effectively in terms of the dimensions which were initiated from 
the helper's experience (genuineness, confrontation, Immediacy). 
Fosttrainlng assessment indicated a significant Improvement in the 
level of responding skills between white teachers and black parents. 
The responding skills between adults (black parents, white teachers) and 
children (black, white) did Improve. The responding skills between adults 
(black parents, white teachers) did not Improve following the training 
progran. 
Carkhuff and Blerman (1970) conducted a study that used a control 
group and focused on teaching parents counselor responding skills. Forty-
two parents of emotionally-disturbed children were selected for the 
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study. The purpose of the study was to assess the effectiveness of 
teaching parents counselor responding skills, which would better assist 
them In communicating appropriately with their children. Ten parents 
received 25 hours of training in responding skills. The training con­
sisted of communicating helper responses to helpee stimulus expressions 
and discriminating helper responses on the facultative dimension. 
Twenty-four parents were divided into three groups and assigned to a 
high, moderate, and low functioning therapist. The eight reamlnlng 
parents represented the control group. Pretraining and posttralning 
assessments were conducted by having trainees respond to helpee stimulus 
expressions. Posttralning assessment revealed that the training group's 
responding skills did improve over the therapy groups and the control 
group. 
Studies by Pierce and Drasgow (1969) and Vitalo (1969) revealed that 
counselor responding skills could be taught by having psychiatric in­
patients respond to helpee stimulus expressions. Both studies were sought 
to teach psychiatric Inpatients counselor responding skills. 
Pierce and Drasgow's (1969) study was composed of several groups of 
psychiatric inpatients. The experimental group received 20 hours of 
training. An Integrated didactic and experiential approach to training 
was used. Helpee stimulus expressions were used to assess and teach 
communication and discrimination skills during training. The faculta­
tive dimension was emphasized In this study. The control-control group 
received either drugs, and individual, or group treatment during the con­
trol period. The experimental group received pretesting and posttesting 
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around a 4-week time interval of exposure to their treatments. The med­
icine treatment control group received drug treatments and only post-
measures of taped expressions and standard interviews. The individual 
treatment control group received 45 hours of individual therapy and the 
postmeasures of taped responses and standard interviews. The group treat­
ment control group received an average of 76 hours of group therapy and 
postmeasures of tapes and standard interviews. The result indicated 
that the training group demonstrated significantly more improvement in 
responding skills than did the four control groups. 
Vitalo (1969) conducted the second study that examined the training 
of psychiatric inpatients' counselor responding skills. Two groups were 
formed with five in each group. One group served as the experimental 
or training group while the other seirved as the control group. The train­
ing group received an Integrated didactic and experiental approach to 
training that emphasized the communication and discrimination of helper 
responses facilitated by helpee stimulus expressions. The results indi­
cated a significant improvement In responding skills for trainees. 
Kratochvil (1969) and Holder's (1969) studies revealed that counse­
lor responding skills could be taught by having nurses respond to helpee 
stimulus expressions. Kratochvil's study was designed to assess the 
effects of systematic training in counselor responding skills upon nurses' 
responding skills. Prior to training, trainees' responding skills were 
assessed by having trainees respond to helpee stimulus expressions. Ten 
trainees were exposed to an integrated didactic and experiential train­
ing program designed to teach counselor responding skills. The program 
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used helpee stimulus expressions geared toward the nursing profession. 
Posttralnlng assessment Indicated a significant improvement In trainees' 
responding skills. 
Holder (1969) studied the effects of length of training upon the re­
tention of responding skills of nurses. Three groups of 10 nurses served 
as trainees. Prior to training trainees were cast Into the helping role 
to assess their responding skills. Each of the three groups received 
different amounts of experiential training that Included responding to 
helpee stimulus expressions. The first group received five hours, the 
second group received 10 hours and the third received 15 hours of experi­
ential training. Three postevaluatlon periods took place. The first 
immediately after training, the second a month after training and the 
third two months after training. It was concluded that the group with 
the most training improved the most and retained the most over time. 
Helpee stimulus expressions have been used in the area of rehabili­
tation counseling in teaching counselor responding skills. Anthony and 
Carkhuff (1969) and Alston (1974) conducted studies which dealt wich re­
habilitation personnel. Anthony and Carkhuff (1969) investigated the 
effects of rehabilitation counseling training upon trainees' responding 
skills. The training group consisted of eight first- and eight fourth-
semester rehabilitation trainees and seven supervisors. The control 
group consisted of eight first- and eight fourth-semester graduate stu­
dents in philosophy. Subjects' responding skills were assessed before 
the training program took place. The training program was experiential 
in nature. Trainees were cast Into the helping role with a physically 
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disabled and normal client during training. Trainees were also exposed 
to rating and discriminating various trainees' responses. Fosttralning 
assessment revealed that trainees' responding skills had improved over 
those of the control group. 
Another study that used rehabilitation personnel as trainees was 
conducted by Alston (1974), Alston sought to attain three goals. The 
first was to provide communication training by a didactic-experiential 
group training approach to improve communication skills. The training 
program emphasized the facultative dimension (combined empathy, respect, 
and genuineness ratings). The second goal was for personnel to experi­
ence significant positive changes In their perceptions of each other. 
A soclogram was used to measure the degree of favorable and unfavorable 
perceptions each participant had of other members. The third goal was 
for personnel to experience positive changes in their attitudes toward 
personnel from other professions. The Instrument used for the assess­
ment of attitudes was a semantic differential scale and four professional 
groups were represented as trainees (rehabilitation staff, academic 
school staff, correctional staff, and technical staff). 
During pretrainlng and posttraining all trainees completed Carkhuff's 
Communication Index, a soclogram to measure perceptions of group members, 
and a semantic differential rating scale of attitudes toward other pro­
fessions. The results indicated a significant improv^snt in communica­
tion skills and a change in perceptions of others. The third goal was 
not met because perceptions of professions rêpfêâêriLêu did not change. 
Carkhuff and Griffin (1971) conducted one of the few studies that 
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assessed the effects of systematic training on the responding skills of 
employment personnel. Seventy-two employees completed the procedure 
employed for selection of trainees. The top 22 who completed the pro­
cedures were selected for the training program. They received 10 hours 
of preliminary communication training In empathie communication. After 
10 hours of training the top 14 trainees received an additional 100 hours 
of systematic training. The training program consisted of the operatlon-
allzatlon of empathy, respect, concreteness, genuineness, confrontation, 
and Immediacy. After the 100 hours of training, trainees were cast into 
the helping role with live helpees. The results indicated a signifi­
cant improvement in trainees' responding skills. 
Several studies were conducted that taught responding skills to 
undergraduate students by using helpee stimulus expressions. One was con­
ducted by Carkhuff and Berenson (1969), who Investigated the effects of 
a systematic and eclectic training approach upon the responding skills 
of graduate students. Trainees' responding skills were assessed before 
and after training. Responding skills were assessed by casting the train­
ees in the helping role. The results indicated an improvement in train­
ees' responding skills on the facultative and action-oriented dimensions. 
Another study that used undergraduates as trainees was conducted 
by Carkhuff, Colllngwood, and Renz (1969). They wanted to determine the 
effects of didactic training which focused exclusively on discrimination 
of helpee stimulus expressions. Eighteen undergraduates received dis­
crimination training that focused on the facultative and action-oriented 
dimensions. The results indicated a significant Improvement in trainees' 
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discrimination skills. 
Undergraduates were also used in a study by Berenson, Carkhuff, 
Friel and Leltner (1969). They wanted to investigate the effects of 
large-group didactic training on written skills of communication and dis­
crimination. One hundred sixty undergraduates went through a 10-hour 
training program in writing helper responses to helpee stimulus expres­
sions. The results indicated that trainees demonstrated significant im­
provement in written communication and discrimination skills. 
Ninety-six undergraduate males were used as trainees in a study by 
Payne, Weiss, and Kapp (1972a). The study was designed to investigate the 
effects of audio modeling versus no-modeling and experiential supervision 
versus didactic supervision in empathy training. Three supervisors were 
used and each had six trainees in four groups: modeling-didactic super­
vision, no-modeling-dldactlc supervision, modeling-experiential super­
vision, and no-modellng-experlentlal supervision. Two additional groups 
of twelve each received no supervision. 
Pretralning and posttralning assessment were conducted by having 
trainees respond to helpee stimulus expressions. Posttralning assessment 
indicated an improvement in the modeling-didactic supervision group in 
empathy training. Other groups did not change. 
Another study that used undergraduates as trainees and focused on 
supervisors' styles was conducted by Payne, Winter, and Bell (1972a). 
Trainees were 54 male and 54 female undergraduate students and supervi­
sors' styles represented were technique, counseling, and placebo oriented. 
In conjunction with supervisors' styles were the conditions of audio-
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modeling and no-modeling. This format generated six groups of trainees. 
Group members were cast into the helping role. They heard three 
sets of recorded helpee stimulus expressions and were required to re­
spond as a helper by giving a helping response. Three of the six groups 
served as supervised groups and three as control groups. The supervised 
groups received a 15-minute conference between sets of helpee stimulus 
expression, 1 and 2, and 2 and 3. The control groups received no con­
ference (supervision). Results indicated that only those trainees who 
received the technique-oriented supervision showed significant Improve­
ment in empathie responding. 
Stone and Vance (1976) studied the effects of instructions, model­
ing, and rehearsal on the communication of empathy by undergraduate psy­
chology students. They trained 48 students in empathie communication. 
The training program generated the following pairs for examination: in­
structions versus no-instructions, modeling versus no-modeling, and re­
hearsal versus no-rehearsal. 
The instructions modeling and rehearsal groups received training 
via prerecorded videotapes. All training programs were Identical except 
for directions, systematic deletions of relevant portions of training 
tape, administration and time. Instructions and modeling, which were 
considered treatments, were administered Ij^a group setting while re­
hearsals were administered in individual sessions. 
Training gains were assessed by suing pretest and posttest scores 
on Carkhuff's Communication Index. The results Indicated an improvement 
in all groups in the area of empathie communication. 
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Uhlanann, Lea, and Stone (1976) used 50 undergraduates in their 
study, 25 males and 25 females. The study proposed to investigate the 
effects of Instructions and modeling in the reflection-of-feeling train­
ing upon individuals low in interpersonal-communication skills. Subjects 
were determined low in Interpersonal conmunicatlon skills by scores on 
Carkhuff's Communication Index. 
Subjects with low scores were randomly assigned to five groups, 
ten in a group, five females and five males. All group members viewed 
video-taped training materials, which Included helpee stimulus expres­
sions, and a 15-minute interview. After the interview, they completed 
Carkhuff's Communication Index for a second time. The results Indicated 
that both modeling and Instructions had an effect on subjects' skills. 
Subjects' communication and discrimination skills of reflectlon-of-feel-
ing and empathie understanding improved significantly. 
Not only were undergraduates used as trainees but Hundleby and 
Zlngle (1975) used high school students as trainees. Fifty-five twelfth 
graders were used as subjects. Twenty-seven of the 12th graders served 
In a control group while 28 served in a training group. Training group 
members received 1,120 minutes of training in counselor skills, such as; 
listening, observing, and communication of empathy. Results of training, 
assessed by having trainees respond to helpee stimulus expressions, in­
dicated that trainees communlcated empathy at a significantly higher 
level than the control group. 
Butler and Hansen (1973) conducted a study that used graduate stu­
dents as subjects. They investigated didactic-experiential training in 
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facultative functioning and the effects of acquisition, retention, and 
the equivalence of modes of assessing levels of facultative functioning. 
Graduate students' communication skills were assessed by responses to 
helpee stimulus expressions. Moderate-level and low-level functioning 
counselor trainees were randomly assigned to the treatment and control 
groups. The treatment group received 10 hours of didactic-experiential 
training designed to Improve communication skills. The treatment con­
sisted of trainees responding to helpee stimulus expressions. 
Results Indicated no effect on the acquisition of skills, retention 
and improvement were evident in moderate facultative functioning train­
ees over low facultative functioning trainees. Equivalence between 
levels was not found either via oral or written communication. 
Emener and Rye's (1975) study used industrial supervisors as train­
ees, The study investigated the effects of 30 hours of Communication 
Awareness Training (CAT) on forty industrial supervisors. The training 
program entailed a didactic-experimental training program to give train­
ees an opportunity to examine the effects of reciprocal interpersonal 
communication. The trainees received 6 hours of training for five weeks. 
Pretest and posttest assessments were conducted by having trainees 
respond in writing form and orally to helpee stimulus expressions. The 
results of training Indicated significant improvement in trainees' abil­
ity to discriminate the specific content and affect of helpee stimulus 
expressions. Their skills to communicate high-levels of empathy, re­
spect, warmth} confrontation, self-disclosure, genuineness, and concrete-
ness improved. 
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In summary, the question of whether helpee stimulus expressions 
can be used to teach counselor responding skills has been answered by 
a number of studies. The studies examined were of two types, those with 
a control group and those without a control group. Studies with a con­
trol group Indicated an improvement In trainees' responding skills and 
those without a control group reported an Improvement in tranlnees' re­
sponding skills. It seems that the use and Implementation of helpee 
stimulus expressions and different approaches to training brought about 
an Improvement in trainees' responding skills. The Intent of the train­
ing programs was met through training that was geared to improve respond­
ing skills. 
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methodology 
Purpose of Study 
The purpose of this study was to investigate whether prejudicial 
attitudes of black and white helpers affected their verbal communica­
tion and written discrimination skills, when cast into a pseudo counsel­
ing interaction. Two types of prejudicial attitudes were assessed, 
physiological and self-report. A pseudo counseling interaction simula­
tion was provided to facilitate assessing verbal communication and writ­
ten discrimination skills of the subjects. 
The procedures undertaken during the present study Included sample 
selection, instrumentation, collection of data, rating of responding 
skills, organization of data, experimental design, and statistical pro­
cedures and models. The procedures are explained in the appropriate 
topics in the aforementioned order indicated. 
Sample Selection 
The subjects for this study were selected from persons pursuing a 
career in the helping profession and/or currently employed in a helping 
profession. Helping profession Implies the assisting of persons with 
concerns. The total sample consists of 20 subjects, five black males, 
five black females, five white males and five white females. Of the 20 
subjects who participated In the study 13 were 30 or under the age of 
30, four were between the ages of 31-41, and three were 40 or over. 
Twelve were married, three divorced, and five single. The majority 
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of the subjects' public school years were spent in three types of 
areas: urban, rural and suburban. Eleven had attended urban schools, 
seven rural schools and two suburban schools. One graduated from a 
high school in a graduation class of 1 to 25, three in classes of 
26 to 50, two in classes of 51 to 100, seven in classes of 101 to 200, 
and seven in classes of 201 or over. All had earned degrees; six had 
bachelors, 11 had masters, and three had doctorates. Paid work experi­
ence was divided into three separate categories: 1) teaching, 2) coun­
seling, and 3) other work experience. Seven had taught from 1 to 5 
years. Six had from 1 to 5 years of counseling experience, five from 
6 to 10 years, and one from 11 to 15 years. Other work experience of 
a helping nature was rather limited, with 12 persons having a total 
of from 1 to 5 years of experience. A summary of the above data is 
presented in Table 1. 
Instrumentation 
Two groups of Instruments were necessary for the completion of this 
study; 1) those focusing on the assessment of prejudice, and 2) those 
focusing on the assessment of counselor responding skills. Prejudice was 
assessed on two dimensions, the affective dimension and the conatlve di­
mension. The affective dimension was assessed by galvanic skin responses 
recorded by a Beekman Type RS Dynograph Recorder with a Type 9892A Skin 
Resistance Couple. A slide presentation was constructed to serve as a 
stimulus during the recordings of galvanic skin responses. The conative 
dimension was assessed by Bogardus' Social Distance Scale. Carkhuff's 
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Table 1. Summary table of sorting variables on black and white subjects 
Sorting variables Blacks Whites 
Age 
30 or under 30 7 6 
Between 31 and 41 1 3 
40 or over 2 1 
Marital status 
Single 3 2 
Married 6 6 
Divorced 1 2 
Areas of public school years spent 
while attending school 
Urban 8 3 
Rural 2 5 
Suburban 0 2 
Size of high school graduation 
class 
1 to 25 0 1 
26 to 50 0 3 
51 to 100 1 1 
101 to 200 3 4 
201 or over 6 1 
Highest earned degrees 
Bachelors 1 5 
Masters 8 3 
Doctorates 1 2 
Paid work experience 
Teaching 
1 to 5 years 3 4 
6 to 10 years 0 0 
11 to 15 years 0 0 
Counseling 
1 to 5 years 3 3 
6 to 10 years 4 1 
11 to 15 years 0 1 
16 or more years 0 0 
Other work experience 
1 to 5 years 6 6 
6 to 10 years 0 0 
11 to 15 years 0 0 
16 or more years 0 0 
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Communication and Discrimination Indexes were used to construct four 
simulated films. The films were used in a pseudo counseling interaction 
to assess verbal communication and written discrimination skills. 
Prejudicial assessment 
The assessment of prejudice in humans is a psychological abstraction 
in the field of social psychology. The assessment of prejudice in 
humans has caused social psychologists many concerns (Cooper & McGaugh, 
1963). Their major concern has been the manipulation of prejudice assess­
ment instruments. Many reasons have been given for the manipulation by 
social psychologists, but the most frequent two are subjects' ability 
to interpret the purpose or intent of the instrument and subjects' de­
sires to keep personal issues confidential. However, two types of preju­
dice assessments have seemed to escape manipulation. The first type is 
a self-report assessment, Bogardus' Social Distance Scale which has been 
proven to be consistent for over a half century and is still being used 
in scientific research. The second type Is a physiological assessment 
which is based on the assumption that prejudice is emotionally forti­
fied. Within this assumption Is the belief that humans cannot manipu­
late or control physiological body reactions. The assessments of preju­
dice in this study Will focus on the two types, which sean reliable to 
social psychologists. 
Affective dimension assessment The Beck man Type RS Dynograph 
Recorder with a Type 9892A Skin Resistance Coupler was used to assess 
the affective dimension of prejudice. The instrument is a compact, 
solid state dual channel Ink or thermal recorder. Different couplers 
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are used to measure physical and biophysical recordings. A description 
of the coupler to measure galvanic skin responses follows: 
The Type 9892A Skin Resistance Coupler permits the measure­
ment of psycho-galvanic reflexes, which are changes In the 
electrical properties of the skin Induced by psychophysio­
logical disturbance. The Type 9892Â utilizes a simple, 
wheatbrldge for measurement of skin electrodes. The bridge 
may be balanced for subjects' resistance from 0 to 2mXX The 
magnitude of the pen deflection resulting from a change In 
resistance can be selected by an appropriate setting of the 
preamplifier gain control. 
Typical recorder specifications with this coupler: 
Sensitivity 1 m/m20variation, maximum 
Response Time 0.028 maximum 
Input Impedence Im 
Balancing Range 0 to 2m (Beckman, 1969) 
Hicks, Gleslge and Pick (1968) stated that the Beckman with the 9892A 
Skin Resistance Coupler with wheatstone bridge Is simple, easy to cali­
brate and reliable. Simons and Perez (1965) stated that one method of 
accurately measuring GSRs Is to employ a wheatstone bridge circuit which 
the Instrument has. 
The Beckman records galvanic skin responses by the "exosomatic 
method." This method yields a measure of the "apparent skin resistance." 
The response Is characteristically a deflection from the baseline 
(Bursteln, Fenz, Bergeron & Epstein, 1965). 
To measure the "apparent skin resistance" the baseline Is Identi­
fied. The "apparent skin resistance" occurs from two-to-three seconds 
after the stimulus. The area between the baseline and the deflection 
after two-to-three seconds Is measured and represents the "apparent skin 
resistance" or the galvanic skin response. The galvanic skin responses 
were measured In units of millimeters. 
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To initiate galvanic skin responses a stimulus was necessary. The 
stimulus provided was a slide presentation. It consisted of 16 combined 
visual and verbal stimuli. The construction of the slide presentation 
consisted of two parts: visual and verbal. 
The visual portion of the slide presentation consisted of getting 
six persons from four different ethnic groups to be photographed with 
color slide film. The ethnic group members were Black Americans, White 
Americans, American Indians and Spanish Sumamed Americans. Names and 
phone numbers of ethnic group members were secured. Six persons from 
each ethnic group (three males, three females) were called and asked to 
participate in this portion of the study by being photographed with color 
slide film. The purpose and use of slides were explained. Upon commit­
ment, each was given an appointment to be photographed with color slide 
film. 
Slides were photographed in Photo Duplication Services on 
Iowa State University's campus. All persons being photographed were 
asked to wear the same sweater. Slides were photographed without facial 
expression. The upper torso of each person was photographed, showing 
the shoulders, face and head. 
The verbal portion of the slide presentation consisted of securing 
two readers, a white male and a black male. The voices of each reader 
was audio-taped in a sound studio. Two transcripts were produced. Both 
transcripts consisted of the following complementary statements modified 
frjsa Cooper snd Siegel's (1956) study, 
A. _____ people are superior both Intellectually and morally 
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B. people are honest, unselfish and wise 
C. people have done more for this country than any 
ethnic group 
D. people have demonstrated that their excellence is 
just and honest 
The first transcript consisted of the white reader verbalizing 
statements A and B and inserting "white". Statements A, B, C, and D 
were verbalized by the black reader and "black" was inserted. The white 
reader, then verbalized C and D and inserted "white". The remainder of 
the transcript Included all statements with "American Indians" and 
"Spanish Sumamed" inserted. Readers alternated in verbalizing state­
ments about American Indian people and Spanish Sumamed people. This 
transcript was designed as a verbal stimulus for white subjects. 
The second transcript consisted of the black reader verbalizing 
statements A and B and inserting "black". Statements A, B, C, and D 
were verbalized by the white reader and "white" was inserted. The black 
reader then verbalized C and D and inserted "black". The remainder of 
the transcript included all statements with "American Indian" and 
"Spanish Sumamed" inserted. Readers alternated in verbalizing state­
ments about American Indian people and Spanish Sumamed people. This 
transcript was designed as a verbal stimulus for black subjects. 
The visual and verbal portions were synchronized to make two slide 
presentations, which consist of 16 colored slides and 16 verbal state­
ments each. One was made as stimuli for black subjects and one for 
white subjects; The visual (slide) was presented first, about two 
seconds before the verbal statement, and remained on two seconds after 
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the completion of the verbal statement. All slides and statements 
followed the same time sequence. 
Conative dimension assessment Bogardus' Social Distance Scale 
which appears in Scale for the Measurement of Attitudes by Shaw and 
Wright (1967) was used to assess the conative dimension of prejudice. 
Bogardus (1925) stated that his scale assessed the degree of intimacy 
an individual would allow to members of other ethnic group members. 
The recording format calls for subjects to make seven judgmental tasks 
concerning 39 ethnic groups. Ethnic groups are listed down the right-
hand side of the instrument with judgmental tasks across the top. Sub­
jects are asked to check for each ethnic group the judgmental task that 
best represents their feelings regarding the group in question. The 
judgmental tasks fall one interval apart (from 1.0 to 6.98). Newcomb 
(1950) stated that Bogardus' scale has a split-half reliability of .90 
(or higher on the average). Over time the scale has been highly consis­
tent in assessing attitudes in the United States of minority and majority 
groups. Newcomb also stated that the items in the scale have content 
validity. Newcomb (1950) concluded the following concerning Bogardus' 
scale, "for measuring an individual's general social distance, and meas­
uring his/her order of preference among ethnic groups . . . both its 
reliability and validity seem satisfactory", (p. 167). 
The scoring method associated with Bogardus' scale is the rank 
order method. The rank of the lowest (most intimate) relationship among 
all the relationships checked is the rank score. This study was inter­
ested in social distance, Whites feel toward Blacks and the social 
54 
distance, Blacks feel toward Whites. Therefore, the subscales pertain­
ing to Blacks and Whites were scored. 
Communication and discrimination skills assessment 
Communication and discrimination skills were assessed by Carkhuff's 
Communication and Discrimination Indexes (Appendix A). Both Indexes 
consist of the same 16 standardized helpee stimulus expressions. Each 
expression cuts across different helpee expressions of affect with dif­
ferent problem areas. The affect of (1) depression-distress, (2) anger-
hostility, and (3) elation-excitement cut across the different problem 
areas expressed by the helpee: (1) social-interpersonal, (2) educational-
vocational, (3) child-rearing, (4) sexual-marital and (5) confrontation 
of counselor. There is also a silence that requires a response. Three 
examples from Carkhuff's indexes follow; 
EXPRESSION 1 
Helpee: I don't know if I am right or wrong feeling the way I 
do. But I find myself withdrawing from people. I don't seem 
to gociallze and play their stupid little games any more. I 
get upset and come home depressed and have headaches. It all 
seems so superficial. There was a time when I used to get 
along with everybody. Everybody said, "Isn't she wonderful. 
She gets along with everybody. Everybody likes her," I used 
to think that was something to be really proud of, but that 
was who I was at that time. I had no depth. I was what the 
crowd wanted me to be--the particular group I was with. 
Helper responses: 
(1) You know you have changed a lot. There are a lot of things 
you want to do but no longer can. 
(2) You are damned sure who you can't be any longer but you are 
not sure who you are. Still hesitant as to who you are 
yet. 
(3) Who arc these people that make you so angry? Why don't 
you tell them where to get off! They can't control your 
existence. You have to be your own person. 
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(4) So you have a social problem involving interpersonal 
difficulties with others. 
EXPRESSION 2 
Helpee: I love my children and my husband and I like doing 
most household things. They get boring at times but on the 
whole I think it can be a very rewarding thing at times. I 
don't miss working, going to the office every day. Most 
women complain of being just a housewife and just a mother. 
But, then, again, I wonder if there is more for me. Others 
say there has to be. I really don't know. 
Helper responses: 
(1) ttnm. Who are these other people? 
(2) So you find yourself raising a lot of questions about 
yourself—educationally, vocationally. 
(3) Why are you dominated by what others see for you? If 
you are comfortable and enjoy being a housewife, then 
continue in this job. The role of mother, homemaker can 
be a full-time, self-satisfying job. 
(4) While others raise these questions, these questions are 
real for you. You don't know if there is more out there 
for you. You don't know if you can find more fulfillment 
than you have. 
EXPRESSION 3 
Helpee: Sometimes I question my adequacy of raising three boys, 
especially the baby. I call him the baby—well, he is the last. 
I don't have any more. So I know I kept him a baby longer than 
the others. He won't let anyone else do things for him. If 
someone else opens the door, he says he wants Mommy to do It. 
If he closes the door, I have to open it. I encourage this. I 
do it. I don't know if this is right or wrong. He Insists on 
sleeping with me every night and I allow it. And he says when 
he grows up he won't do it any more. Right now he is my baby 
and I don't discourage this much. I don't know If this comes 
out of my needs or if I'm making too much out of the situation 
or if this will handicap him when he goes to school--breaking 
away from Mama. Is it going to be a traumatic experience for 
him? Is it something I'm creating for him? I do worry more 
about my children than I think most mothers do. 
Helper responses; 
(1) So you find yourself raising a lot of questions as to if 
what you are doing is right for your child. 
(2) Is it perhaps possible for you to have the child become in­
volved in a situation such as some experiences in a public 
park where the child could play and perhaps at a distance 
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you could supervise—where the child can gain some in­
dependence? 
(3) Could you tell me—have you talked to your husband about 
this? 
(4) While you are raising a lot of questions for yourself 
about yourself in relation to your youngest child, you 
are raising some more basic questions about yourself in 
relation to you. In lots of ways you're not certain 
where you are going—not sure who you are. 
Table 2 illustrates the affect and problem areas represented by each 
helpee stimulus expression. 
Table 2. Illustrations of affect and problem areas represented by 
helpee stimulus expressions 
Expression # Affect areas Problem areas 
1. Depression-distress Social-interpersonal 
2. Depression-distress Social-interpersonal 
3. Depression-distress Child-rearing 
4. Depression-distress Sexual-marital 
5. Angry-hostility Social-interpersonal 
6. Angry-hostility Educational-vocational 
7. Depression-distress Child-rearing 
8. Angry-hostility Sexual-marital 
9. ElâtltHi-êXCluSuênt Scci3l=ir.tGrpersoaal 
10. Elation-excitement Educational-vocational 
11. Elation-excitement Child-rearing 
12. Elation-excitement Sexual-marital 
13. Elation-excitement Social-interpersonal 
14. Angry-hostility Silence 
15. Depression-distress Confrontation of helper 
16. Angry-hostility Confrontation of helper 
Carkhuff's (1969b) Communication and Discrimination Indesas wera 
designed to assess the degree of Facilitation and Action-Orientation of 
helpers' responses. Facilitation includes tpe conditions of empathy, 
genuineness, respect and concreteness. Action-Orientation includes the 
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conditions of self-disclosure, confrontation and immediacy. All condi­
tions are assessed by both indexes but in different ways. The Communi­
cation Index assesses the subject's ability to formulate and verbalize 
a facultative and action-oriented response, when cast into a pseudo 
counseling Interaction. The response is rated on a five-point scale 
covering the degree of Facilitation and Action-Orientation. The Discrim­
ination Index assesses the subject's ability to select, in written form, 
the best possible counselor response from a choice of four when cast into 
a pseudo counseling interaction. All four responses cover Facilitation 
and Action-Orientation, but on different levels of a five-point scale. 
Thus, subject's rating on each selection can reflect one of four pos­
sible combinations : High Facilitation-Low Action Orientation (HF-LA); 
High Facilitation-High Action Orientation (HF-HA); Low Facllltation-Low 
Action Orientation (LF-LA); Low Facilitation-High Action Orientation 
(LF-HA). 
The indexes can be used in several ways to assess subjects' verbal 
communication and written discrimination skills. Helpee stimulus ex­
pressions which are the same in both indexes have been presented to sub­
jects in written form and orally by coached actors to facilitate and 
assess subjects' verbal communication and written discrimination skills. 
To create a pseudo counseling interaction the helpee stimulus expressions 
(which appear in written form) were made into four slisulated flhag. 
Four simulated films were constructed to give each set of actors (black 
males, black females, white males and white females) an oppoftunlcy to 
express all helpee stimulus expression. The main reason for the 
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construction and use of four films was to control for sorting variable 
through randomization of films. Therefore, the construction of the four 
simulated films adhered to the following format. 
1. Eight actors were selected to portray helpees. The actors 
were two black males, two black females, two white males and 
two white females. 
2. All helpee stimulus expression were originally written to be 
given orally by females. Some could have been given orally 
by either females or males without changes. Thus, It was 
necessary to change some helpee stimulus expression to fit the 
gender of the actor. Only pronouns were changed to fit sender. 
3. Helpee stimulus expressions were distributed to actors. Ques­
tions were entertained by the experimenter concerning expres­
sions. The experimenter met with the actors to rehearse ex­
pressions. Rehearsals were spent coordinating facial and verbal 
expressions while verbalizing an expression. It was felt that 
rehearsals would save recording time and produce better simu­
lated films. 
4. One set of actors met during four different filming sessions. 
The film setting was composed of a chair with a dark background. 
Actors alternated in presenting helpee expressions. Between 
each expression 30 seconds were given for stage preparation. 
Stage preparation consisted of switching actors and testing 
vocal equipment. 
5. After filming sessions, the films were reviewed and suggestions 
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were made concerning the refllmlng of certain helpee stimulus 
expressions. A fifth filming session vas held to refllm helpee 
stimulus expressions that were of poor quality. Poor quality 
implies a lack of congruency between nonverbal and verbal be­
havior expressed in helpee stimulus expressions by actors. 
6. Four simulated films were constructed through editing. Each 
film yielded a combination of four sets of actors, black males, 
black females, white males and white females. Thus all sets 
of actors expressed all helpee stimulus expressions in four 
different simulated films, which were randomly assigned to 
subjects. 
Data Collection Procedure 
To complete this study, all subjects completed four different data 
collection procedures: physiological prejudice assessment, self-report 
prejudice assessment, communication skills assessment, and discrimina­
tion skills assessment. Prior to the collection of data, subjects were 
contacted and given individual appointments for the prejudice assess­
ment sessions. The individual appointments consisted of time and place. 
The data collection procedure started with the physiological preju­
dice assessment, self-report prejudice assessment, communication skills 
assessment, and discrimination skills assessment. Each assessment was 
conducted according to a specific procedural format. 
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Physiological prejudice; Affective dimension 
The affective dimension of prejudice was assessed by the Beckman 
Type RS Dynograph Recorder with a Type 9892A Resistance Coupler, which 
measures galvanic skin responses. Assessment took place In Room 16A, Old 
Botany on Iowa State University's campus. Housed In Room 16A was an ex­
perimental cubicle with a one-way mirror, and Inside the experimental 
cubicle was a speaker, an armchair, and the Beckman silver/silver chlo­
ride skin electrodes. Outside the experimental cubicle were the Beckman 
Type RS Dynograph Recorder with a Type 9892Â Skin Resistance Coupler, a 
Kodak Ektagraphlc Slide Projector and Audlotronlc Cassette Player. 
Upon each subject's arrival to Room 16A, the subject was met by a 
research assistant from the same ethnic group. I.e., white male research 
assistant met white subjects and black male research assistant met black 
subjects. During this initial meeting the assistant asked the subject 
to remove jewelry, wash hands and return to the entrance of Room 16A. 
After washing of hands, the subject was again met by the same 
assistant. The assistant directed the subject into the experimental 
cubicle. Subject was seated in an armchair for about 30 to 45 seconds. 
This time allowed the subject to adjust to the new environment. The 
assistant then applied wood alcohol on both sides of the dominant hand. 
The Beckman silver/silver chloride skin electrodes were attached. Each 
subject was Informed not to move or manipulate the electrodes. The 
assistant then instructed the subject to relax, view the slides on the 
board, listen carefully to each statement that accompanies the slide, and 
think about feelings toward the slide and verbal statement. The subject 
61 
was asked again not to manipulate the electrodes. The assistant left 
the experimental cubicle and closed the door. 
After the completion of Instructions and the attachment of elec­
trodes, and before presenting stimuli. It was possible to establish a 
"baseline reading." The "baseline reading" represents a normal physio­
logical reading In relation to the galvanic skin response. When this 
was established the stimulus was applied. 
To apply the stimulus, the research assistant pushed the play but­
ton on the Audlotronlcs Cassette player. This button controlled the 
presentation of slides with verbal statements. After this application, 
the research assistant turned the cassette player off and disconnected 
the subject. 
Prior to and during physiological recordings, a paid polygrapher 
performed several operational tasks related to the assessment procedures. 
Initially the positioning control was set at 5.00 and moved when sub­
ject's "skin resistance" was above or below the Instrument's recording 
area. The control brought the recording pen into the usable area of 
the recording paper, where new values occurred. 
New values of the positioning control were indicated coinciding 
with readjustments, as recordings proceeded. This procedure was used to 
control linearity of the instrument. The readjustment of chart proce­
dures was performed to record subjects' exact "skin resistance." 
Instrumentation settings for GSR Channel during all recordings 
follow; 
Pre Amplifier Settings 
20 MV/CM 
62 
Dynograph Amplifier 
XI 
Range Switch 
Out-Setting 
Chart Speed 
IMM/Sec. 
Self-report prejudice; Conatlve dimension 
The conatlve dimension, which was assessed by Bogardus' Social Dis­
tance Scale was immediately assessed after the physiological prejudice 
assessment. The assistant disconnected the electrodes and directed the 
subject to the desk area behind the experimental cubicle. The subject 
was seated and given the Social Distance Scale. The directions for 
completion of the scale were given. The format called for each subject 
to make seven Judgmental tasks concerning 39 ethnic groups. Ethnic 
groups were listed down the right-hand side with judgmental tasks across 
the top. Subjects were asked to check for each ethnic group, the judg­
mental task that best represents their feelings regarding the ethnic 
group in question. Upon completion, each subject was given an appoint­
ment to complete the responding skills portion of the experiment. 
Communication skills 
Communication skills were assessed in the Counselor Education Lab­
oratory in 211 Curtiss Hall on Iowa State Uhiverslty's campus. The lab­
oratory was equipped with a chair, a table, a Sony Trinitron-TV monitor, 
Sony video-cassette player and two Craig audio-cassette recorders. Two 
recorders were used in case of equipment failure. 
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The Instructions Included seating the subject to the table. Di­
rectly In front of the subject were the two audio-cassette recorders 
and four feet away were the TV monitor and the video-cassette player. 
All equipment was controlled by one switch located at the entrance of 
the laboratory room. The subject was asked to view 16 helpee stimulus 
expressions and to identify the helpee's significant feelings and pro­
vide a helper response for helpee movement toward self-exploration. It 
was indicated that between each expression 30 seconds were given as re­
sponding time. The subject was Instructed to respond immediately to 
each helpee stimulus expression with one response. After Instructions 
were given, the equipment was switched on to present helpee stimulus ex­
pressions and to record subject's verbal communication responses. All 
equipment remained on until communication skills were assessed. The 
subject was then asked to leave the laboratory and return in five min­
utes for written discrimination assessment. 
Discrimination skills 
Discrimination skills were assessed in the same laboratory as the 
communication skills. All equipment was used except the audio-cassette 
recorders. 
The subject was seated upon return to the laboratory. The TV moni­
tor and video-cassette player were placed directly in front of the sub­
ject. The subject received a discrimination recording sheet numbered 
from 1 to 16 with a blank to the right of each number. The subject was 
asked to view the same 16 helpee stimulus expressions viewed in the ver­
bal communication skills assessment. After each expression, the subject 
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received four helper responses in written form. Ninety seconds between 
expressions were allowed for the subject to read four helper responses 
and to record one of the helper responses in the blank on the recording 
sheet. Equipment was controlled by the experimenter and time kept (90 
seconds) by a stopwatch. This procedure continued until all 16 helpee 
stimulus expressions were viewed and selections recorded. 
Rating of Verbal Communication and Written Discrimination Skills 
Rating and evaluation of subjects' verbal communication and written 
discrimination skills were divided into two sections. The first section 
concerns the procedures used in training raters to rate and evaluate 
subjects' verbal communication skills on the Gross Facilitation Scale. 
The last section concerns the Discrimination Key used to assign a rat­
ing to subjects' written selections of helpers' responses as assessed 
by the Discrimination Index. 
Three individuals were trained to evaluate and rate the level of 
ccnsunication skills of subjects wit*h names of subjects being kept anony­
mous to all raters. The group of three raters consisted of three white 
males. The raters were selected on the basis of recommendations, coun­
seling skills and knowledge of facultative conditions. 
Raters were provided with oral instructions regarding their duties. 
The first was to participate actively in a training program. The train­
ing program consisted of rating and discriminating the conditions of 
empathy, respect, concreteness, genuineness, self-disclosure, confronta­
tion and Immediacy. Also included were exercises in evaluating and 
rating the preceding conditions. After this, raters were then trained 
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to rate responses on Carkhuff's Gross Facilitation Scale. The Gross 
Facilitation Scale may be found in Appendix B. 
The Gross Facilitation Scale assesses the facilitative interpersonal 
functioning on a five-point scale moving from the communication of none 
of the conditions (level 1) to the full and simultaneous communication 
of all of the following general conditions; 
The facilitator is a person who is living effectively him­
self and who discloses himself in a genuine and constructive 
fashion in response to others. He communicates an accurate 
empathie understanding and a respect for all of the feelings 
of other persons and guides discussions with those persons 
into specific feelings and experiences. He communicates con­
fidence In what he is doing and is spontaneous and intense. 
In addition, while he Is open and flexible in his relations 
with others and committed to the welfare of the other person, 
he is quite capable of assertive and confronting behavior when 
it is appropriate. (Carkhuff, 1969a, p. 171) 
The interrater reliability coefficient on the Gross Facilitation 
Scale was: (a) .87 between raters 1 and 2, (b) ,86 between raters 1 and 
3, and (c) .83 between raters 2 and 3. Interrater reliability correla­
tion coefficients were computed by the Pearson's correlation procedure 
as presented in the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) 
used in the Computer Center at Iowa State University. 
Flanders (1967) considers the coefficient of .85 to be a reasonable 
level of interrater reliability. Williams (1972) gives more of a spread 
concerning interrater reliability by the following; .60 - .75 moderate 
agreement. .76 - .90 good agreement. .91 - .99 high agreement. Accord­
ing to Williams (1972) the interrater reliability among raters for this 
investlgatlcn was of good agreement. 
The Discrimination Key was utilized in rating subjects' written 
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selections on the Discrimination Index. Discrimination ratings Involves 
two variables (1) level of facultative conditions and (2) level of 
actlon-orlented conditions. The response mode is broken down into four 
possible random combinations: High Facilitation-Low Action Orientation 
(HF-LA); High Facilitation-High Action Orientation (HF-HA); Low Facili­
tation-Low Action Orientation (LF-LA); Low Facilitation-High Action Ori­
entation (LF-HA). Each subject's response will yield one of the possible 
combinations with a rating from 1.0 to 5.0. 
Organization of Data 
Four sets of data from the subjects were collected in this study, 
i.e., physiological prejudice, self-report prejudice, communication 
skills and discrimination skills. 
Before proceeding to the research design and statistical analysis, 
it was necessary to transform the data into a form appropriate for 
computer analysis. This process varied with the data collected. Thus, 
the following deals with the four types of data collected and their 
transformations. 
Physiological prejudice was assessed by measuring galvanic skin 
responses recorded on millimeter graphing paper. To measure a galvanic 
skin response, count the number of millimeters between the original 
baseline and the peak of the response, which occurs two or three seconds 
after the stimulus. Sixteen stimuli were used to initiate galvanic skin 
responses but four were measured to assess physiological prejudice of 
black and white subjects. Black subjects' galvanic skin responses were 
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simulated by four stimuli concerning Whites and white subjects' galvanic 
skin responses were simulated by four stimuli concerning Blacks. For 
statistical considerations the average of the four galvanic skin re­
sponses for each subject was used in computation. 
Self-report prejudice was assessed by Bogardus' Social Distance 
Scale. The scale's scoring utilized rank order, where one was the high­
est and seven the lowest. For statistical consideration and computer 
purposes this was reversed, where seven was the highest and one was the 
lowest. 
Communication skills, which were audio-taped, were rated by three 
trained raters on Carkhuff's Gross Facilitation Scale. The scale allows 
for a rating of 1 to 5, with one being the lowest and five the highest. 
For statistical considerations the average ratings of the three raters 
were used and each rating of each response made to the same helpee were 
added. Each helpee expressed two helpee stimulus expressions and the 
average ratings of the two responses were added. The sum of the average 
ratings was used for computer computations. 
Discrimination skills which were assessed by a multiple choice for­
mat were evaluated by the Discrimination Index Key, found in Carkhuff'a 
Helping and Human Relation, Vol. I. The Discrimination Index Key yields a 
rating for each helper response in the multiple format. For statistical 
considerations each rating to each selection in the multiple format that 
was made to the same helpee was added. Each helpee expressed two helpee 
stimulus expressions and the ratings of the two selections were added. 
The sum of the two selections was used for computer computations. 
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Experimental Design 
The randomized block design procedure was selected for this study 
to determine if the manipulation of any of the treatment variables 
(black male helpees, black female helpees, white male helpees, and white 
female helpees) reflected any effects on the dependent variables; i.e., 
subjects' communication and discrimination skills. By blocking the 
sorting variables of individual difference, it was assumed this design 
would minimize the variability among subjects that tended to mask or 
obscure treatment variables. Simply stated, blocking was defined as 
minimizing sorting variables through randomization of treatment vari­
ables. 
Homogeneity within blocks could be achieved in a randomized block 
design by matching subjects with themselves as their own control (Kirk, 
1968). Subjects in this study were matched with themselves as their own 
control and homogeneity was assumed to have been met. Thus no control 
gtoup was used in this study for hccogcnsity. 
Statistical Approach and Model 
Two statistical procedures were applied to the data in this study. 
The first was the analysis of variance. The analysis of variance was 
applied to determine if black and white helpers' verbal communication 
and written discrimination responses to black and white helpees differ 
significantly. The statistical model used is related to Winer's (1962) 
statistical model for analysis of variance with modification for helpee 
within helpee group. The following statistical model for the analysis of 
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variance was used to test hypotheses 1 and 5. 
*ljkl ' ^ + * 
= average verbal communication score 
= average written discrimination score 
|i = grand mean 
= helper groups 
S(A)j^(i) = helpers within helper group 
Bj • helper groups 
= helpees within helpee group 
AB^j " interaction of helper groups and helpee groups 
e " pooled error term 
The second statistical procedure applied to the data was the analy­
sis of covariance with the residual approach. The analysis of covariance 
was applied to examine possible effects of prejudice on black and white 
helpers' verbal communication and written discrimination responses to 
black and white helpees. The residual approach was used to adjust 
verbal comnunlcatlon and written discrimination scores for physiological 
prejudice scores, self-report prejudice scores, and combined physiolog­
ical and self-report prejudice scores. 
The next set of adjustments was made on written discrimination 
scores. An adjustment for written discrimination scores was made be­
cause subjects viewed the same simulated film for both verbal communica­
tion and written discrimination skills aissessments. Verbal communica­
tion skills were assessed first, therefore discrimination scores were 
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adjusted. The residual approach (ïï=0) was also used to adjust written dis­
crimination scores for verbal communication scores, combined verbal com­
munication scores and physiological prejudice scores, combined verbal 
communication scores and self-report prejudice scores, and combined 
verbal communication, physiological and self-report prejudice scores. 
After the residuals were obtained the following statistical model was 
used to analyze the adjusted verbal communication and written discrimina­
tion scores. This following statistical model was used to test null 
hypotheses 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, and 12. 
Xijkl + : 
X. ^ = adjusted verbal communication scores for physiological 
^ prejudice scores 
= adjusted verbal communication scores for self-report 
prejudice scores 
= adjusted verbal communication scores for combined physio­
logical and self-report prejudice scores 
= adjusted written discrimination scores for phsylologlcal 
nrejydico scores 
= adjusted written discrimination scores for self-report 
prejudice scores 
= adjusted written discrimination scores for combined 
physiological and self-report prejudice scores 
= adjusted written discrimination scores for verbal commu­
nication scores 
=» adjusted written discrimination scores for combined 
verbal communication and physiological prejudice scores 
= adjusted written discrimination scores for combined 
verbal c(%nmunlcatlon and self-report prejudice scores 
= adjusted written discrimination scores for combined verbal 
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communication, physiological and self-report prejudice 
scores 
p, = grand mean 
= helper groups 
S(A)kÇij= helpers within helper group 
Bj = helpee groups 
P(B)^qj= helpees within helpee group 
ABj^j = interaction of helper groups and helpee groups 
c = pooled error term 
In the statistical model for the analysis of variance end analysis 
of covarlance, helper groups (A) were partitioned Into sex, ethnic group 
and Interaction of sex and ethnic group. Helpee groups (B) were also 
partitioned into sex, ethnic group and interaction of sex and ethnic 
group. The Interaction of sex and ethnic groups (AB^) were partitioned 
into the nine single degrees of freedom components of the Interaction. 
An illustration of the partitioning is in Table 3. 
utilizing one ccvsrists (prejudice) offsets the betessn source of 
variation (helpers) and not the within sources of variation, i.e., did 
not affect helpee and helpee/helper interactions (Winer, 1962). 
The computer program used to solve the analysis of variance and 
analysis of covarlance was the Statistical Analysis System (SAS) program 
used at Iowa State University Computer Center. 
Table 3- Illustration of partitioning due to statistical models 
Sources df ss ms F 
Between subjects (helpers) 
Helper sex 
Helper ethnic group 
Helper sex x helper ethnic group 
Helper (helper sex and helper ethniLc group) 
Within subjects (helpees) 
Helpee sex 
Helpee ethnic group 
Helpee sex x helpee ethnic group 
Person (helper sex and helpee ethnic group) 
Helpee sex x helper sex 
Helpee sex x helper ethnic group 
Helpee sex x helper sex x helper echnlc group 
Helpee ethnic group x helper sex 
Helpee ethnic group x helper ethnic group 
Helpee ethnic group x helper sex x helper ethnic group 
Helpee sex x helpee ethnic group x helper sex 
Helpee sex x helpee ethnic group x helper ethnic group 
Helpee sex x helpee ethnic group x helper sex x helper ethnic group 
Reslclual 
Corrected total 
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FINDINGS 
Introduction 
The research undertaken In this study was designed to Investigate 
whether prejudicial attitudes of black and white helpers affected their 
verbal communication and written discrimination skills, when cast into 
a pseudo counseling Interaction. Two types of prejudicial attitudes 
were addressed, physiological and self-report. A pseudo counseling inter 
action was provided to facilitate the assessment of verbal communica­
tion and written discrimination skills of the subjects. Formulated 
from the purpose of the study were two research problems. 
1. To determine if black and white helpers' physiological 
and self-report prejudice affected their verbal communi­
cation responses to black and white helpees. 
2. To determine if black and white helpers' physiological 
and self-report prejudice affected their written dis­
crimination responses to black and white helpees. 
The remainder of this chapter presents findings pertinent to the 
research problems. The results of the statistical analysis will be pre­
sented by stating each null hypothesis, followed by the appropriate F-
test, the significance level needed for acceptance of the hypothesis, 
the obtained F-ratio, and the appropriate means table. 
In the process of analyzing the data for the acceptance and re­
jection of each null hypothesis, it was possible to present or highlight 
data not specifically related to the hypothesis being tested. The re­
searcher decided to title such additional finding. 
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Results of the Statistical Analysis 
Hypothesis 1: There Is no significant difference between black 
and white helpers' level of verbal communication 
responses to black and white helpees, as assessed 
by the Communication Index 
.93025 _ 2.13 
'(1,124) .43668 
An F-ratio of 3.92 with 1 and 124 degrees of freedom was required 
for significance at the .05 level. As a result of the obtained F-ratio, 
2.13 there was a lack of evidence to reject Null Hypothesis 1, at the 
.05 level of significance. Black and white helpers' level of verbal 
communication responses were not significantly different to both black 
and white helpees. 
The appropriate statistical table for the analysis of variance Is 
in Appendix E, Table C, and the unadjusted means are reported in Table 4. 
Table 4. Unadjusted means of black and white helpers' level of verbal 
communication of responses to black and white helpees used 
In the analysis of variance 
Helpees 
Black White 
Helpers 
Black 
White 
4.51 4.23 
5.15 5.17 
4.37 
5.16 
4.83 4.70 
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Additional Finding ; There was a significant difference at the .05 
level, between black and white helpers' level of verbal communication 
responses to helpees. The unadjusted mean verbal communication score 
for black helpers was 4.37 and 5.16 for white helpers. White helpers' 
level of verbal communication responses to both black and white helpees 
were significantly higher than black helpers. 
Hypothesis 2: There Is no significant difference between black 
and white helpers' level of verbal communication 
responses to black and white helpees, as assessed 
by the Communication Index, when controlling for 
physiological prejudice. 
_ .9303 s 2 13 
F(l,123) .4366 
An F-ratlo of 3.92 with 1 and 123 degrees of freedom was required 
for significance at the .05 level. As a result of the obtained F-ratlo, 
2.13, there was a lack of evidence to reject Null Hypothesis 2, at the 
.05 level of significance. Black and white helpers' level of verbal 
communication responses were not significantly different to both black 
and white helpees, when controlling for physiological prejudice. 
The appropriate statistical table for the analysis of covarlance 
Is In Appendix E, Table D, and the adjusted means are reported In 
Table 5. 
Additional Finding ; There was a significant difference at the .05 
level, between black and white helpers' level of verbal ee^unlcatlon 
responses to helpees, when controlling for physiological prejudice. 
The adjusted mean verbal communication score for black helpers was 
-0.16 and 0.62 for white helpers. White helpers' level of verbal 
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Table 5. Adjusted means of black and white helpers' level of verbal 
communication responses to black and white helpees used in 
the analysis of covariance, when controlling for physiolog­
ical prejudice 
Helpers 
Black 
White 
Helpees 
Black White 
-0.02 -0.30 
0.61 0.63 
-0.16 
0.62 
0.30 0.17 
communication responses to both black and white helpees were signifi­
cantly higher than black helpers, when controlling for physiological 
prejudice. 
Hypothesis 3; There is no significant difference between black 
and white helpers' level of verbal communication 
responses to black and white helpees, as assessed 
by the Communication Index, when controlling for 
self-report prejudice. 
p _ .9302 _ 2 13 
^(1,123) .4366 
An F-raCLo of 3.92 with 1 and 123 degrees of freedom was required 
for significance at the .05 level. As a result of the obtained F-
ratio, 2.13 there was a lack of evidence to reject Null Hypothesis 3, 
at the .05 level of significance. Black and white helpers' level of 
verbal communication responses were not significantly different to 
black and white helpees, when controlling for self-repôtc prejudice. 
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The appropriate statistical table for the analysis of covarlance 
Is In Appendix E, Table E, and the adjusted means are reported In 
Table 6. 
Table 6. Adjusted means of black and white helpers' level of verbal 
communication responses to black and white helpees used In 
the analysis of covarlance, when controlling for self-report 
prejudice 
Helpers 
Helpees 
Black White 
Black -0.22 -0.51 
White 0.35 0.35 
0.07 -0.07 
-0.37 
0.37 
Hypothesis 4: There is no significant difference between black 
and white helpers' level of verbal communication 
responses to black and white helpees, as assessed 
by the Communication Index, when controlling for 
combined physiological and self-report prejudice. 
.9302 
2.13 
'(1,122) .4367 
An F-ratio of 3.92 with 1 and 122 degrees of freedom was required 
for significance at the .05 level. As a result of the obtained F-ratio, 
2.13, there was a lack of evidence to reject Null Hypothesis 4, at the 
.05 level of significance. Black and white helpers' level of verbal 
communication responses were not significantly different to both black 
and white helpees. when controlling for combined physiological and 
self-report prejudice. 
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The appropriate statistical table for the analysis of covariance 
is in Appendix E, Table F, and the adjusted means are reported in 
Table 7. 
Table 7. Adjusted means of black and white helpers' level of verbal 
communication responses to black and white helpees used in 
the analysis of covariance, when controlling for combined 
physiological and self-report prejudice 
Helpees 
Black White 
Helpers 
Black 
White 
-0.21 -0.49 
0.34 0.36 
-0.35 
0.35 
0.07 -0.07 
Hypothesis 5: There is no significant difference between black and 
white helpers'level of written discrimination responses 
to black and white helpees, as assessed by the Dis­
crimination Index. 
^(1,124) ' 1.3405 " 0-33 
An F-ratio of 3.92 with 1 and 124 degrees of freedom was required 
for significance at the .05 level. As a result of the obtained F-
ratio, 0.33, there was a lack of evidence to reject Null Hypothesis 5, 
at the .05 level of significance. Black and white helpers' level of 
written discrimination responses were not significantly different to 
both black and white helpees. 
The appropriate statistical table for the analysis of variance is 
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In Appendix E, Table 6, and Che unadjusted means are reported In 
Table 8. 
Table 8. Unadjusted means of black and white helpers' level of written 
discrimination responses to black and white helpees used In 
the analysis of variance 
Helpees 
Black White 
Helpers 
Black 
White 
6.10 5.66 
6.80 6.58 
5.88 
6.69 
6.45 6.12 
Additional Finding; There was a significant difference at the .05 
level between black and white helpers' level of written discrimination 
responses to helpees. The unadjusted mean written discrimination score 
for black helpers was 5,88 and 6.69 for white helpers. White helpers' 
level of written discrimination responses to both black and white helpees 
were significantly higher than black helpers. 
Hypothesis 6; There is no significant difference between black 
and white helpers' level of written discrimination 
responses to black and white helpees, as assessed by 
the Discrimination Index, when controlling for 
physiological prejudice. 
^(1,123) " 1.3405 ' 
An F-ratlo of 3.92 with 1 and 123 degrees of freedom was required 
for significance at the .05 level. As a result of the obtained F-ratlo, 
80 
0.33, there was a lack of evidence to reject Null Hypothesis 6, at the 
.05 level of significance. Black and white helpers' level of written 
discrimination responses were not significantly different to both black 
and white helpees, when controlling for physiological prejudice. 
The appropriate statistical table for the analysis of covarlance Is 
in Appendix E, Table H, and the adjusted means are reported In Table 9. 
Table 9. Adjusted means of black and white helpers' level of written 
discrimination responses to black and white helpees used in 
the analysis of covarlance, when controlling for physiologi­
cal prejudice 
Helpers 
Helpees 
Black White 
Black -0.18 -0.61 -0.40 
White 0.51 0.28 0.40 
0.17 -0.17 
Additional Finding; There was a significant difference at the .05 
level, between black and white helpers' level of written discrimination 
responses to helpees, when controlling for physiological prejudice. 
The adjusted mean written discrimination score for black helpers was 
-0.40 and 0.40 for white helpers. White helpers' level of written dis­
crimination responses to both black and white helpees were significantly 
higher than black helpers, when controlling for physiological prejudice. 
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Hypothesis 7: There Is no significant difference between black 
and white helpers' written discrimination responses 
to black and white helpees, as assessed by the Dis­
crimination Index, when controlling for self-report 
prejudice. 
- .4515 -0.33 
"(1,123) 1.3405 
An F-ratlo of 3.92 with 1 and 123 degrees of freedom was required 
for significance at the .05 level. As a result of the obtained F-ratlo, 
0.33, there was a lack of evidence to reject Null Hypothesis 7, at the 
.05 level of significance. Black and white helpers' level of written 
discrimination responses were not significantly different to both black 
and white helpees, when controlling for self-report prejudice. 
The appropriate statistical table for the analysis of covarlance is 
in Appendix E, Table I, and the adjusted means are reported in Table 10. 
Table 10. Adjusted means of black and white helpers' level of written 
discrimination responses to black and white helpees used in 
the analysis of covarlance, when controlling for self-report 
prejudice 
Helpees 
Black White 
Helpers 
Black 
White 
-0.19 -0.62 
0.52 0.29 
-0.41 
0.41 
0.17 -0.17 
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Additional Finding; There was a significant difference at the .05 
level, between black and white helpers' level of written discrimination 
responses to helpees, when controlling for self-report prejudice. The 
adjusted mean written discrimination score for black helpers was -0.41 
and 0.41 for white helpers. White helpers' level of written discrimina­
tion responses to both black and what helpees were significantly higher 
than black helpers, when controlling for self-report prejudice. 
Hypothesis 8: There Is no significant difference between black 
and white helpers' level of written discrimination 
responses to black and white helpees, as assessed by 
the Discrimination Index, when controlling for 
combined physiological and self-report prejudice. 
^(1,122) " 1.3405 " 
An F-ratio of 3.92 with 1 and 122 degrees of freedom was required 
for significance at the .05 level. As a result of the obtained F-ratlo, 
0.33, there was a lack of evidence to reject Null Hypothesis 8, at the 
.05 level of significance. Black and white helpers' level of written 
discrimination responses were not significantly different to both black 
and white helpees, when controlling for combined physiological and self-
report prejudice. 
The appropriate statistical table for the analysis of covarlance is 
in Appendix E, Table J, and the adjusted means are reported in Table 11. 
Additional Finding ; There was a significant difference at the .05 
level, between black and white helpers' level of written discrimination 
responses to helpees. when controlling for combined physiological and 
self-report prejudice. The adjusted mean written discrimination score 
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Table 11. Adjusted means of black and white helpers' level of written 
discrimination responses to black and white helpees used in 
the analysis of covariance, when controlling for combined 
physiological and self-report prejudice 
Helpers 
Black 
White 
Black 
Helpees 
White 
-0.16 -0.60 
0.49 0.26 
-0.38 
0.37 
0.17 -0.17 
for black helpers was -0.38 and 0.38 for white helpers. White helpers' 
level of written discrimination responses to both black and white helpees 
were significantly higher than black helpers, when controlling for com­
bined physiological and self-report prejudice. 
Hypothesis 9; There is no significant difference between black 
and white helpers' level of written discrimination 
responses to black and white helpees, as assessed 
by the Discrimination index, when controlling £or 
verbal communication scores. 
= .1924 = 0.13 
1.3843 
An F-ratio of 3.92 with 1 and 123 degrees of freedom was re­
quired for significance at the .05 level. As a result of the obtained 
F»ratlPj 0,13. there was a lack of evidence to reject null Hypothesis 
9, at the ,05 level of significance. Black and white helpers' level 
or wtieten diserimination responses were not significantly different 
to both black and white helpees, when controlling for verbal 
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communication scores. 
The appropriate statistical table for the analysis of covariance is 
in Appendix E, Table K, and the adjusted means are reported in Table 12. 
Table 12. Adjusted means of black and white helpers' level of written 
discrimination responses to black and white helpees used in 
the analysis of covariance, when controlling for verbal 
communication scores 
Helpers 
Black 
White 
Helpees 
Black White 
-0.12 -0.49 -0,31 
0.42 0.19 0.31 
0.15 -0.15 
Hypothesis 10: There is no significant difference between black 
and white helpers' level of written discrimination 
responses to black and white helpees, as assessed 
by the Discrimination Index, when controlling for 
combined physiologleal prejuulee and verbal ccsi= 
municatlon scores. 
.1964 
0.14 (1,122) 1,3830 
An F-ratio of 3.92 with 1 and 122 degrees of freedom was required 
for significance at the .05 level. As a result of the obtained F-ratlo, 
0.14, there was a lack of evidence to reject Null Hypothesis 10, at 
the .05 level of significance. Black and white helpers' level of dis­
crimination responses were not significantly different to both black and 
white helpees, when controlling for combined physiological prejudice 
and verbal communication scores. 
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The appropriate statistical table for the analysis of covarlance is 
in Appendix E, Table L, and the adjusted means are reported in Table 13. 
Table 13. Adjusted means of black and white helpers' level of written 
discrimination responses to black and white helpees used in 
the analysis of covarlance, when controlling for combined 
physiological prejudice and verbal communication scores 
Helpers 
Helpees 
Black White 
Black -0.13 -0.49 
White 0.42 0.19 
0.15 -0.15 
-0.31 
0.31 
Hypothesis 11: There is no significant difference between black 
and white helpers' level of written discrimination 
responses to black and white helpees, as assessed 
by the Discrimination Index, when controlling for 
combined self-report prejudice and verbal communi­
cation scores. 
.1914 
- 0.13 
"(1,122) 1.3847 
An F-ratlo of 3.92 with 1 and 122 degrees of freedom was required 
for significance at the .05 level. As a result of the obtained F-ratio, 
0.13, there was a lack of evidence to reject Null Hypothesis 11, at 
the .05 level of significance. Black and white helpers' level of writ­
ten discrimination responses were not significantly different to both 
black and white helpees, when controlling for combined self-report 
prejudice and verbal communication scores. 
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The appropriate statistical table for the analysis of covarlance 
Is In Appendix E, Table M, and the adjusted means are reported In Table 14. 
Table 14. Adjusted means of black and white helpers' level of written 
discrimination responses to black and white helpees, when 
controlling for combined self-report prejudice and verbal 
communication scores 
Helpers 
Helpees 
Black White 
Black -0.13 -0.50 -0.32 
White 0.43 0.20 0.32 
0.15 -0.15 
Hypothesis 12: There Is no significant difference between black 
and white helpers' level of written discrimination 
responses to black and white helpees, as assessed 
by the Discrimination Index, when controlling for 
combined physiological, and self-report prejudice, 
and verbal communication scores. 
.1978 
= 0.14 
(1,121) 1.3825 
An F-ratlo of 3.92 with 1 and 121 degrees of freedom was required 
for significance at the .05 level. As a result of the obtained F-ratio, 
0.14, there was a lack of evidence to reject Null Hypothesis 12, at 
the .05 level of significance. Black and white helpers' level of written 
discrimination responses were not significantly different to both black 
and white helpees, when controlling for combined physiological and 
self-report prejudice, and verbal communication scores. 
The appropriate statistical table for the analysis of covarlance is 
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In Appendix E, Table N, and the adjusted means are reported In Table 15. 
Table 15. Adjusted means of black and white helpers' level of written 
discrimination responses to black and white helpees, when 
controlling for combined physiological and self-report 
prejudice, and verbal communication scores 
Helpees 
Black White 
Helpers 
Black -0.11 -0.48 -0.30 
White 0.41 0.18 0.30 
0.15 -0.15 
Summary 
This study was concerned with the possible affects of prejudicial 
attitudes on the verbal communication and written discrimination skills 
of black and white helpers, when cast into a pseudo counseling inter­
action. 
The first four null hypotheses were formulated concerning black 
and white helpers' verbal communication responses to black and white 
helpees. The first of these four null hypotheses was to determine if 
black and white helpers' level of verbal communication responses to 
black and white helpees were significantly different, There was no 
significant difference between black and white helpers' level of verbal 
communication responses to black and white helpees. The last three 
null hypotheses were to determine If physiological prejudice, self-report 
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prejudice, and combined physiological and self-report prejudice had an 
effect on black and white helpers' level of verbal communication responses 
to black and white helpees. The finding was that physiological preju-
duce, self-report prejudice, and combined physiological and self-report 
prejudice had no significant effect on black and white helpers' level 
of verbal communication responses to black and white helpees. 
The second four null hypotheses were formulated concerning black 
and white helpers' written discrimination responses to black and white 
helpees. The first of the four null hypotheses was to determine if black 
and white helpers' level of written discrimination responses to black 
and white helpees were significantly different. There was no significant 
difference between black and white helpers' level of written discrimina­
tion responses to black and white helpees. The next three nulls were 
to determine If physiological prejudice, self-report prejudice, and 
combined physiological and self-report prejudice had an affect on black 
and white helpers' level of written discrimination responses to black 
and white helpees. The finding was that physiological prejudice, self-
report prejudice, and combined physiological and self-report prejudice 
had no significant effect on black and white helpers' level of written 
discrimination responses to black and white helpees. 
The last four null hypotheses were formulated concerning black and 
white helpers' written discrimination responses to black and white 
helpees. They were formulated to determine If verbal communication 
scores, combined physiological prejudice and verbal çgmmuniçation scores. 
combined self-report prejudice and verbal communication scores, and 
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combined physiological and self-report prejudice and verbal communication 
scores had an affect on black and white helpers' level of written dlx-
crlmlnatlon responses to black and white helpees. The finding was that 
verbal communication scores, combined physiological prejudice and verbal 
communication scores, combined self-report prejudice and verbal communi­
cation scores, and combined physiological and self-report prejudice and 
verbal communication scores had no significant effect on black and white 
helpers' level of written discrimination responses to black and white 
helpees. 
An additional finding not included in the hypotheses, but tested 
by statistical analyses was that white helpers' levels of verbal communi­
cation and written discrimination responses to both black and white 
helpees were significantly higher than black helpers under all condi­
tions tested in hypotheses 1, 2, 5, 6, 7, and 8. 
Based on the findings of this chapter, the following chapter pre­
sents a summary and the conclusions relevant to this study, and addi­
tional findings which may contradict findings by writers in the helping 
profession. 
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SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The purpose of this study was to investigate whether prejudicial 
attitudes of black and white helpers affected their verbal communication 
and written discrimination responses to black and white helpees, when 
cast into a pseudo counseling Interaction. Two types of prejudicial 
attitudes were assessed, physiological and self-report. The physiolog­
ical assessment of prejudice (attitude) was assessed by a Beckman Type 
RS Dynograph Recorder with a Type 9892A Skin Resistance Coupler used to 
measure galvanic skin responses. Two slide presentations were contructed 
as stimuli for the assessment of the physiological affective dimension 
of prejudice. The affective dimension of prejudice was based on the 
assumption that prejudice has an emotional or physiological base, and 
if stbnulated. it can be assessed by a physiological measure (Ehrllch, 
1973). The self-report assessment of prejudice (attitude) was assessed 
by the administration of Bogardus' Social Distance Scale. The scale 
assessed the conatlve dimension of prejudice, which is "the degree and 
grades of understanding and intimacy which characterize personal and 
social relations" (Parks, 1924, p. 339). 
Carkhuff's (1969a) Communication and Discrimination Indexes which 
consisted of the same 16 helpee stimulus expressions were used to con­
struct four gimulated films. The four simulated films were randomly 
assigned to each subject. The films created a pseudo counseling inter­
action that consisted of four sets of helpees (black males, black fe­
males, white males and white females) for the assessment of subject's 
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verbal conmunlcatlon and written discrimination responses. Verbal 
communication responses were audio-taped and rated by trained raters. 
An average interrater reliability of .84 was computed among raters on 
Carkhuff's Gross Facilitation Scale. Written discrimination responses 
were actual selections of helpers' responses to helpee stimulus expres­
sions. Helper responses were written in a multiple choice format and 
subjects were instructed to select the most appropriate helper response 
to a particular helpee stimulus expression. Subjects' selections were 
assigned a rating from the Discrimination Index Key, which yielded a 
rating for all helper responses in the multiple choice format. 
The subjects who participated in the study were pursuing a career 
In the helping profession and/or currently employed in a helping pro­
fession. The total sample consisted of 20 subjects, five black males, 
five black females, five white males and five white females. Subjects 
pursuing a career in the helping profession were enrolled in a master's 
degree program or doctorate degree program in Counselor Education, or 
Higher Education with emphasis in student personnel services. Others 
were currently employed as counselors, counseling psychologists, teach­
ers and student personnel administrators on the university level. . 
Four sets of data were collected from each subject: physiological 
prejudice scores, self-report prejudice scores, verbal communication 
scores and written discrimination scores. Two types of statistical 
analyses were conducted to analyze the data and test the hypotheses. 
The analysis of variance was utilized to determine if there was a sig­
nificant difference between black and white helpers' levels of verbal 
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communication and written discrimination responses to black and white 
helpees. The analysis of covariance was utilized to determine if 
physiological and self-report prejudice had a significant affect on 
black and white helpers' level of verbal communication and written dis­
crimination responses to black and white helpees. 
Summary 
Twelve null hypotheses were formulated and tested in this study. 
There was a lack of evidence to reject the null hypotheses. Null hypoth­
eses 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, 10, 11 and 12 were formulated to examine the two 
research problems. Null hypotheses 1 and 5 were formulated to determine 
if there was a significant difference between subjects' verbal communica­
tion and written discrimination responses to black and white helpees and 
null hypothesis 9 was formulated to determine if there was a significant 
difference between subjects' written discrimination responses to black 
and white helpees, when controlling for verbal communication scores. 
Research Problem I 
To determine if black and white helpers' physiological 
and self-report prejudice affected their verbal communi­
cation responses to black and white helpees. 
This research problem was examined by the analysis of covariance 
results from null hypotheses 2, 3 and 4. There was a lack of evidence 
to reject null hypotheses 2, 3 and 4 at the .05 level of significance. 
Black and white helpers' levels of verbal communication responses were 
not significantly different to black and white helpees, when controlling 
for physiological and self-report prejudice and combined physiological 
and self-report prejudice. Physiological and self-report prejudice and 
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combined physiological and self-report prejudice had no significant ef­
fect on black and white helpers' level of verbal communication responses 
to black and white helpees. Black helpers' levels of verbal communica­
tion responses to black and white helpers were not significantly differ­
ent. White helpers' levels of verbal communication responses to black 
and white helpees were not significantly different. When prejudice was 
controlled both black and white helpers' levels of verbal communication 
responses to helpees of a different ethnic group did not change. 
Research Problem 2 
To determine if black and white helpers' physiological 
and self-report prejudice affected their verbal communi­
cation responses to black and white helpees. 
This research problem was examined by the analysis of covariance 
results from null hypotheses 6, 7, 8, 10, 11 and 12. There was a lack 
of evidence to reject null hypotheses 6, 7, 8, 10, 11 and 12 at the .05 
level of significance. Black and white helpers' levels of written dis­
crimination responses were not significantly different to black and 
white helpees, when controlling for physiological and self-report preju­
dice, combined physiological and self-report prejudice, combined physio­
logical prejudice and verbal communication scores, combined self-report 
prejudice and verbal communication scores, and combined physiological 
and self-report prejudice and verbal communication scores. All possible 
combinations of prejudice had no significant effect on black and white 
helpers' levels of written discrimination responses to black and white 
helpees. Black helpers' levels of written discrimination responses were 
not significantly different to black and white helpees, when controlling 
for prejudice. White helpers' levels of written discrimination responses 
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to black and white helpees, were not significantly different to black 
and white helpees, when controlling for prejudice. When prejudice was 
controlled, both black and white helpers' levels of written discrimina­
tion responses to helpees of a different ethnic group were not signifi­
cantly different. 
Null hypotheses 1 and 5 were formulated to determine if there was 
a significant difference between black and white helpers' levels of 
verbal communication and written discrimination responses to black and 
white helpees. The analysis of variance was utilized to test null hy­
potheses 1 and 5. There was a lack of evidence to reject null hypoth­
eses 1 and 5 at the .05 level of significance. Black and white helpers' 
levels of verbal communication and written discrimination responses 
were not significantly different to black and white helpees. 
Null hypothesis 9 was formulated to determine If there was a sig­
nificant difference in black and white helpers' levels of written dis­
crimination responses to black and white helpees, when controlling for 
verbal communication scores. The analysis of covariance was utilized 
to test null hypothesis 9. There was a lack of evidence to reject null 
hypothesis 9 at the .05 level of significance. Black and white helpers' 
level of written discrimination responses was not significantly differ­
ent to black and white helpees, when controlling for verbal communica­
tion scores. 
Additional findings not of central interest to the purpose of the 
study but tested by the statistical procedures were: (a) White helpers' 
levels of verbal communication and written discrimination skills to 
95 
both black and white helpers were significantly higher than black help­
ers, (b) White helpers' level of verbal communication responses to both 
black and white helpees were significantly higher than black helpers, 
when controlling for physiological prejudice, and (c) White helpers' 
levels of written discrimination responses to both black and white 
helpees were significantly higher than black helpers, when controlling 
for physiological and self-report prejudice, and combined physiological 
and self-report prejudice. 
Conclusions 
Based on the findings in this study, several conclusions were made 
related to the original research question, research in the helping pro­
fession that may support or not support this study's findings, the assess­
ments of prejudicial attitudes and the helpee stimulus expressions. 
The original research question which generated two research prob­
lems was: Do prejudicial attitudes of helpers affect their responding 
skills? The researcher sought to answer this question by utilizing two 
assessments of prejudicial attitudes (physiological, self-report), two 
assessments of responding skills (verbal communication, written discrimi­
nation) and helpers from two ethnic groups (black, white). The findings 
in this study Indicated that physiological and self-report prejudicial 
attitudes of black and white helpers had no significant effect on their 
levels of verbal communication and written discrimination responses to 
black and white helpees= Black helpers' prejudicial attitudes about 
Whites had no slgnflcant effect on their level of responding skills to 
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white helpees. White helpers' prejudicial attitudes about Blacks had 
no significant effect on their level of responding skills to black 
helpees. This finding appears to be contradictory to many suggested 
claims that negative (prejudice) attitudes hinder the helping process, 
when the helper is Black and the helpee is White or when the helper is 
White and the helpee is Black (Ayers, 1970; Stleper & Wiener, 1965; 
Strupp, 1960). 
Ayers (1970) suggested in a nonresearcher article that helpers' 
attitude was the greatest single factor that influences the helping re­
lationship. Simply stated, the helpers' attitude about helpees may 
hinder the helping process when both are members of different ethnic 
groups. The findings in this study contradict Ayers* suggestion where 
responding skills are concerned. Two groups of helpers and helpees from 
two ethnic groups were used in this study and the findings indicated 
that helpers' attitudes did not affect or influence the helpers' level 
of responding to nonethnlc group members. 
The possibility of "negative" attitudes influencing the helping 
process was also pointed out in Stleper and Wiemer' s (1965) review of 
literature. They suggested that helpers like helpees who are most simi­
lar to them, and the helping process is based on the degree in which the 
helpee becomes more similar to the helper. They suggested that black 
helpers prefer black helpees and white helpers prefer white helpees and 
that helping process could be hindered by helpers' attitudes. More 
specifically^ Stleper and Wiener (1965) suggested that black helpers 
respond better to black helpees than to white helpees and white helpers 
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respond better to white helpees than to black helpees. In other words, 
there are no negative attitudes present when a black helper is respond­
ing to a black helpee or when a white helper is responding to a white 
helpee that can hinder the helping process. The findings in this study 
indicated that, when controlling for negative (prejudice) attitudes, 
black and white helpers' levels of responding were not significantly 
different regardless of ethnic group membership of helpee. 
Strupp (1960) in a nonresearch article, suggested six "negative" 
attitudinal components of the helper about the helpee that may influence 
or hinder the helping process. The six consisted of ethnic group of 
helpee, helpee's station in life, socioeconomic status, intellect, sex, 
and age. This study investigated two of Strupp's suggested six "nega­
tive" attitudinal components of the helper. The two investigated were 
helpee ethnic group membership and sex of helpee. 
Strupp's first suggestion was that ethnic group membership Influ­
ences helpers' levels of responding. The findings in this study contra­
dict Strupp's suggestion. This study indicated that ethnic group mem­
bership of helpees does not influence helpers' levels of responding. 
Strupp's second suggestion was that sex of the helpee had an effect on 
the helpers' levels of responding skills. The findings in this study 
indicated that sex of helpee had no significant effect on helpers' levels 
of responding skills, Male helpers' levels of responding skills to 
both male and female helpees were not significantly different. Female 
helpers' levels of responding skills to both male and female helpees 
were not significantly different. Thus far, the findings in this study 
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contradict nonresearched suggestions in the area of "negative" attitudes 
but it concurs with findings in studies related to responding skills. 
The findings in this study concur with Banks, Berenson and Carkhuff's 
(1967) findings. They found that ethnic group membership of the helpee 
did not have differential effects on helpers' abilities to provide high 
levels of responses. This study's findings concur with their study's 
findings that ethnic group membership had no significant effect on 
helpers' levels of responding skills to helpees who were not members of 
the same ethnic group. 
The researcher's findings concerning responding skills also concur 
with Arbuckle (1969) and Lewis (1969). They concluded that the helper 
who is an "expert" in human communications should be able to relate or 
respond to all helpees at the same level regardless of ethnic group 
membership. However, the researcher does not agree with Phillips' (1960) 
claims that helper cannot adequately assist helpees who are not members 
of their ethnic group. His rationale lies in cultural barriers and 
helpers cannot penetrate them because of their attitudes. The many non-
research articles suggest that cultural differences between helpers' 
and helpees' social and cultural backgrounds make It difficult to estab­
lish effective helping relationships. The findings in this study indi­
cated support for Lewis (1969) who contents that even with ethnic differ­
ences, which includes attitudes, an effective helping relationship can 
occur when the helper can transmit acceptance, respect, empathy, and 
unconditional positive regard to helpees who aire members of other ethnic 
group. He suggested that without acceptance, respect, empathy, and 
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unconditional positive regard a "negative" attitude is transmitted by 
helper to helpee. 
Two assessments of prejudicial attitudes were utilized in this 
study and neither had any significant affect on helpers' levels of re­
sponding skills. The first was the physiological assessment of preju­
dice which had a mean of 7.08 and a range from 2.5 to 14.5 for black 
helpers, white helpers had a mean of 7.60 and a range from 2.0 to 15.3. 
It seems that the range of scores possibly signifies that the physiolog­
ical assessment was a good indicator of prejudicial attitudes. 
The second assessment utilized Bogardus' Social Distance Scale 
which is a self-report assessment of prejudicial attitudes (Ehrlich, 
1963). The mean score for black helper was 6.3 and 6.7 for white help­
ers. The range for both groups of helpers was from 6 to 7. The range 
and mean scores indicated that social distance between Blacks and Whites 
had declined, which is noted in the Related Review of Literature 
(Bogardus, 1968; Byrne & Wong, 1962; Byrne & McGraw, 1964; Smith, Williams 
& Willis, 1967; Rokeach, 1960). 
Of the two assessments of prejudicial attitudes, it seems that the 
physiological assessment was more of an indicator of prejudice than the 
self-report assessment because of the range scores. The researcher, 
however, questions both assessments of prejudicial attitudes. The first 
question concerns the physiological assessment, whether prejudicial 
attitudes were assessed or were other factors influencing subjects' 
galvanic skin responses. Cooper and Singer (1956) and Cooper and Siegel 
(1956) Indicated that prejudicial attitudes could be assessed by the 
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method employed but the researcher refrains from concluding or not con­
cluding that prejudicial attitudes were assessed by the physiological 
assessment. 
The researcher also questions the manipulation of the self-report 
instrument by subjects which is a concern of social psychologists (Cooper 
& McGaugh, 1963). They stated that humans manipulate Instruments to 
conceal privacy of attitudes and for social desirability. More or less, 
did subjects in this study respond in a manner that was more acceptable 
by society? The concern here was whether or not their responses were 
actually genuine responses or fake responses to present themselves as 
being nonprejudiced. This concern was not only shared by the researcher 
but by present day social psychologists who investigate the concept of 
"prejudice." 
Helpee stimulus expressions which were used to teach counseling 
responding skills were programmed expressions in written form or given 
orally by a coached helpee. The expressions were not spontaneous and 
they did not exhibit an actual helping interaction. Each stimulated 
film consisted of 16 programmed helpee stimulus expressions. Four simu­
lated films were constructed that consisted of helpee stimulus expres­
sions from Carkhuff's Communication and Discrimination Indexes. The 
helpee stimulus expressions were used to facilitate subjects' responding 
skills In a pseudo helping interaction. It is the researcher's opinion 
that the helpee stimulus expressions controlled certain variables which 
are present in actual helping interactions, such as: helpee's life­
styles, values, attitudes, communication pattern, intellect, age, 
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social class, socioeconomic status, station In life, beliefs, expecta­
tions, behavior and mannerisms. Ayers (1970), Stleper and Wiener (1965), 
Strupp (1960) and Banks, Berenson and Carkhuff (1967) agree on the 
above as being factors that could possibly Influence the helping rela­
tionship. The researcher also postulates that the helpee stimulus ex­
pressions were typically middle-class expressions which deletes lower 
class, lower-middle class and other classes In society. Not only were 
expressions middle class but subjects used In the study were of middle 
class status. Therefore, the findings In this study should be used 
with caution when Inferences are made to nonmlddle-class populations. 
The results of this study Indicated that prejudicial attitudes of 
black and white helpers had no significant effect on their levels of 
responding skills to black and white helpees. The results also Indi­
cated that white helpers respond at a significantly higher level than 
black helpers to both black and white helpees under certain conditions 
and that sex of the helpee had no significant effect on helpers' levels 
of responding skills. The results on the assessments of prejudicial 
attitudes Indicated that the physiological assessment was a better Indi­
cator of prejudicial attitudes than the self-report assessment because 
of range scores. In conclusion, prejudicial attitudes of black helpers 
about white helpees and white helpers about black helpees had no sig­
nificant effect on their levels of responding skills to black and white 
helpees. 
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Recommendations for Further Study 
Based on the findings from this investigation and the researcher's 
insights, the following recommendations for further research are made: 
Replication of this should include helpees' statements from differ­
ent ethnic groups, and social classes. A significant negative factor 
in the present research was the middle-class character of the helpee 
expressions provided by Carkhuff's (1969b) Indexes. 
The recommendations made for further research by the researcher 
may yield results and account for knowledge not known in the helping 
profession. 
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APPENDIX A 
Expression ^  
HELPEE: I don't know if am right or wrong feeling the way I do. But I 
find myself withdrawing from people. I don't seem to socialize 
and play their stupid little games any more. I get upset and 
come home depressed and have headaches. It all seems so super­
ficial. There was a time when I used to get along with every­
body. Everybody said, "Isn't she wonderful. She gets along 
with everybody. Everybody likes her.'' I used to think that 
was something to be really proud of, but that was who I was at 
that time. I had no depth. I was what the crowd wanted me to 
be—the particular group I was with. 
HELPER RESPONSES: 
(1) You know you have changed a lot. There are a lot of things you want 
to do but no longer can. 
(2) You are damned sure who you can't be any longer but you are not sure 
who you are. Still hesitant as to who you are yet. 
(3) Who are these people that make you so angry? Why don't you tell 
them where to get off! They can't control your existence. You have 
to be your own person. 
(4) So you have a social problem involving interpersonal difficulties 
with others. 
Expression 2 
HELPEE: I love my children and my husband and I like doing most house­
hold things. They get boring at times but on the whole I think 
It can be a very rewarding thing at times. I don't miss work­
ing, going to the office every day. Most women complain of 
being just a housewife and Just a mother. But, then, again I 
wonder if there Is more for me. Others say there has to be. I 
really don't know. 
HELPER RESPONSES: 
(1) Hmm. Who are these other people? 
(2) So you find yourself raising a lot of questions about yourself--
educationally, vocationally. 
(3) Why are you dominated by what others see for you? If you are com­
fortable and enjoy being a housewife, then continue in this Job, 
The role of mother, homemaker can be a full-time self-satisfying 
job. 
(4) While others raise these questions, these questions are real for 
you. You don't know if there is more out there for you. You don't 
know if you can find more fulfillment than you have. 
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Expression 3 
HELPEE: Sometimes I question my adequacy of raising three boys, especial­
ly the baby. I call him the baby—well, he is the last. I 
can't have any more. So I know I kept him a baby longer than 
the others. He won't let anyone else do things for him. If 
someone else opens the door, he says he wants Mommy to do it. 
If he closes the door, I have to open it. I encourage this. I 
do it. I don't know if this is right or wrong. He insists on 
sleeping with me every night and I allow it. And he says when 
he grows up he won't do it any more. Right now he is my baby 
and I don't discourage this much. I don't know if this comes 
out of my needs or if I'm making too much out of the situation 
or if this will handicap him when he goes to school—breaking 
away from Mamma. Is it going to be a traumatic experience for 
him? Is it something I'm creating for him? I do worry more 
about my children than I think most mothers do. 
HELPER RESPONSES: 
(1) So you find yourself raising a lot of questions as to if what you 
are doing Is right for your child. 
(2) It is perhaps possible for you to have the child become involved in 
a situation such as some experiences in a public park where the 
child could paly and perhaps at a distance you could supervise— 
where the child can gain some Independence? 
(3) Could you tell me--have you talked to your husband about this? 
(4) While you are raising a lot of questions for yourself about yourself 
in relation to your youngest child, you are raising some more basic 
questions about yourself in relation to you. In lots of ways you're 
not certain where you are going--not sure who you are. 
HELPEE: It's not an easy thing to talk about. I guess the heart of the 
problem is sort of a sexual problem. I never thought I would 
have this sort of problem. But I find myself not getting the 
fulfillment I used to. It's not as enjoyable—for my husband 
either, although we don't discuss it. I used to enjoy and look 
forward to making love. I used to have an orgasm but I don't 
anymore. I can't remember the last time I was satisfied. I 
find myself being attracted to other men and wondering what it 
would be like to go to bed with them. I don't know what this 
means, Is this symptomatic of our whole relationship as a mar­
riage? Is something wrong with me or us? 
HELPER RESPONSES ; 
(1) Perhaps you feel your marriage and role of mother is holding you 
back and preventing you from being something else you want to be. 
Your resentment here against your husband is manifested in your 
frigidity. Perhaps it is your way of paying him back for keeping 
you down in this role, for confining you, for restricting you. 
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(2) What about your relationship with your husband, his role as father 
and companion? 
(3) You don't quite know what to make of all this but you know some­
thing Is dreadfully wrong and you are determined to find out for 
yourself, for your marriage. 
(4) What's happened between you and your husband has raised a lot of 
questions about you, about him, about your marriage. 
Expression 5 
HELPEE: Gee, those people! Who do they think they are? I just can't 
stand Interacting with them anymore. Just a bunch of phonies. 
They leave me so frustrated. They make me so anxious. I get 
angry at myself. I don't even want to be bothered with them 
anymore. I just wish I could be honest with them and tell them 
all to go to hell! But I guess I just can't do it. 
HELPER RESPONSES: 
(1) They really make you very angry. You wish you could handle them 
more effectively than you do. 
(2) Damn, they make you furious! But it's just not them. It's with 
yourself, too, because you don't act on how you feel. 
(3) Why do you feel these people are phony? What do they say to you? 
(4) Maybe society Itself is at fault here—making you feel Inadequate, 
giving you this negative view of yourself, leading you to be unable 
to successfully interact with others. 
Expression 6 
HELPEE: They wave that degree up like it's a pot of gold at the end of 
the rainbow. I used to think that, too, until I tried it. I'm 
happy being a. housewife: I don't care to get a degree. But the 
people I associate with, the first thing they ask is, "Where did 
you get your degree?" I answer, "I don't have a degree." 
Christ, they look at you like you are some sort of a freak, some 
backwoodsman your husband picked up along the way. They actu­
ally believe that people with degrees are better. In fact, I 
think they are worse. I've found a lot of people without degrees 
that are a hell of a lot smarter than these people. They think 
that just because they have degrees they are something special. 
These poor kinds that think they have to go to college or they 
are ruined. It seems that we are trying to perpetrate a fraud 
on these kids. If no degree, they think they will end up dig­
ging ditches the rest of their lives. They are looked down 
upon. That makes me sick. 
HELPER RESPŒSES : 
(1) You really resent having to meet the goals other people set for you. 
(2) What do you mean by "it makes me sick?" 
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(3) Do you honestly feel a degree makes a person worse or better? And 
not having a degree makes you better? Do you realize society per­
petrates many frauds and sets many prerequisites such as a degree. 
You must realize how doors are closed unless you have a degree, 
while the ditches are certainly open. 
(4) A lot of these expectations make you furious. Yet, they do tap in 
on something in yourself you are not sure of—something about your­
self in relation to these other people. 
Expression 7, 
HELPEE; I get so frustrated and furious with my daughter. I just don't 
know what to do with her. She is bright and sensitive, but 
damn, she has some characteristics that make me so on edge. I 
can't handle it sometimes. She just--! feel myself getting 
more and more angry! She won't do what you tell her to. She 
tests limits like mad. I scream and yell and lose control and 
think there is something wrong with me--l'm not an understanding 
mother or something. Damn! What potential! What she could do 
with what she has. There are times she doesn't use \^at she's 
got. She gets by too cheaply. 1 just don't know what to do 
with her. Then she can be so nice and then, boy, she can be as 
onery as she can be. And then I scream and yell and I'm about 
ready to slam her across the room. I don't like to feel this 
way. I don't know what to do with it. 
HELPER RESPONSES: 
(1) So you find yourself screaming and yelling at your daughter more 
frequently during the past three months. 
(2) Why don't you try giving your daughter some very precise limitations. 
Tell her what you expect from her and what you don't expect from her. 
No excuses. 
(3) While she frustrates the hell out of you, what you are really ask­
ing is, "How can I help her? How can I help myself, particularly 
in relation to this kind?" 
(4) While she makes you very angry, you really care what happens to her. 
Expression 6 
HELPEE: He is ridiculous! Everything has to be done when he wants to 
do it, the way he wants it done. It's as if nobody else exists. 
It's everything he wants to do. There is a range of things I 
have to do==not just be a housewife and take care of the kids. 
Oh no, I have to do his typing for him, errands for him. If 
I don't do It right away, I'm stupid--I'm not a good wife or 
something stupid like that. I have an identity of my own, and 
I'm not going to have it wrapped up on him. It makes me—it 
infuriates me! I want to punch him right in the mouth. What 
am I going to do? Who does he think he is anyway? 
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HELPER RESPONSES: 
(1) It really angers you when you realize in how many ways he has taken 
advantage of you. 
(2) Tell me, what is your concept of a good marriage? 
(3) Your husband makes you feel inferior in your own eyes. You feel 
incompetent. In many ways you make him sound like a very cruel 
and destructive man. 
(4) It makes you furious when you think of the one-sidedness of this 
relationship. He imposes upon you everywhere, particularly in your 
own struggle for your own identity. And you don't know where this 
relationship is going. 
Expression 9 
HELPEE: I finally found somebody I can really get along with. There is 
no pretentiousness about than at all. They are real and they 
understand me. I can be myself with them. I don't have to 
worry about what I say and that they might take me wrong, be­
cause I do sometimes say things that don't come out the way I 
want them to. I don't have to worry that they are going to 
criticize me. They are just marvelous people! I just can't 
wait to be with than! For once I actually enjoy going out and 
interacting. I didn't think I could ever find people like this 
again. I can really be myself. It's such a wonderful feeling 
not to have people criticizing you for everything you say that 
doesn't agree with them. They are warm and understanding, and 
I just love them! It's just marvelous! 
HELPER RESPONSES: 
(1) Sounds like you found someone who really matters to you. 
(2) Why do these kind of people accept you? 
(3) That's a real good feeling to have someone to trust and share with. 
"Finally, I can be myself." 
(4) Now that you have found these people who enjoy you and whom you 
enjoy, spend your time with these people. Forget about the other 
types who make you anxious. Spend your time with the people who 
can understand and be warm with you. 
Expression 10 
HELPEE: I'm really excited ! We are going to California. I'm going to 
have a second lease on life. I found a marvelous job! Its 
great! It's so great I can't believe It's true--lt'8 so great! 
I have a secretarial job. I can be a mother and can have a 
part-time job which I think I will enjoy very much. I can be 
home when the kids get home from school. It's too good to be 
true. It's too good to be true. It's so exciting. New hori­
zons are unfolding. I just can't wait to get started. It's 
great! 
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HELPER RESPONSES: 
(1) Don't you think you are biting off a little bit more than you can 
chew? Don't you think that working and taking care of the children 
will be a little bit too much? How does your husband feel about 
this? 
(2) Hey, that's a mighty good feeling. You are on your way now. Even 
though there are some things you don't know along the way, it's 
just exciting to be gone. 
(3) Let me caution you to be cautious in your judgment. Don't be too 
hasty. Try to get settled first. 
(4) It's a good feeling to contemplate doing these things. 
Expression 11 
HELFEE: I'm so pleased with the kids. They are doing just marvelously. 
They have done so well at school and at home; they get along 
together. It's amazing. I never thought they would. They 
seem a little older. They play together better and they enjoy 
each other, and I enjoy them. Life has become so much easier. 
It's really a joy to raise three boys. I didn't think it would 
be. I'm just so pleased and hopeful for the future. For them 
and for us. It's just great! I can't believe it. It's 
marvelousI 
HELPER RESPONSES : 
(1) It's a good feeling to have your kids settled once again. 
(2) Is it possible your kids were happy before but you never noticed it 
before? You mentioned your boys. How about your husband? Is he 
happy? 
(3) Do you feel this is a permanent change? 
(4) Hey, that's great! Whatever the problem, and you know there will 
be problems, it's great to have experienced the positive side of it. 
Expression 12 
HELPEE: I'm really excited the way things are going at home with my 
husband. It's just amazing! We get along great together now. 
Sexually, I didn't know we could be that happy. I didn't know 
anyone could be that happy. It's just marvelous I I'm just so 
pleased. I don't know what else to say. 
HELPER RESPONSES: 
(1) It's a wonderful feeling when things are going well maritally. 
(2) It's really exciting to be alive again, to feel your body again, to 
be in love again. 
(3) Is your husband aware of these changes? 
(4) Now don't go overboard on this right now: There will be problems 
that lie ahead and during these periods that you have these prob­
lems I want you to remember well the bliss you experienced in this 
moment in time. 
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Expression 13 
HELFEE: I'm so thrilled to have found a counselor like you. I didn't 
know any existed. You seem to understand me so well. It's 
just great I I feel like I'm coming alive again. I have not 
felt like this In so long. 
HELPER RESPONSES : 
(1) Gratitude is a natural emotion. 
(2) This Is quite nice but remember, unless extreme caution Is exer­
cised, you may find yourself moving In the other direction. 
(3) That's a good feeling. 
(4) Hey, I'm as thrilled to hear you talk this way as you are! I'm 
pleased that I have been helpful. I do think we still have some 
work to do yet, though. 
Expression 14 
HELFEE: No response. (Moving about in chair.) 
HELPER RESPONSES: 
(1) You can't really say all that you feel at this moment. 
(2) A penny for your thoughts. 
(3) Are you nervous? Maybe you haven't made the progress here we 
hoped for. 
(4) You Just don't know what to say at this moment. 
Expression 15 
HELFEE: Gee, I'm so disappointed. I thought we could get along together 
and you could help me. We don't seem to be getting anywhere. 
You don't understand You don't know I'm here: I don't even 
think you care for me. You don't hear me when I talk. You seem 
to be somewhere else. Your responses are independent of any­
thing I have to say. I don't know where to turn. I'm Just so 
—doggone it—I don't know what I'm going to do, but I know you 
can't help me. There just is no hope. 
HELPER RESPONSES: 
(1) I have no reason to try and not to help you. I have every reason 
to want to help you. 
(2) Only when we establish mutual understanding and trust and only then 
can wa proceed to work on your problem effectively» 
(3) It's disappointing and disillusioning to think you have made so 
little progress. 
(4) I feel badly that you feel that way. I do want to help. I'm wonder 
lag, "Is It me? Is it you, both of us?" Can we work something cut? 
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Expression 16 
HELFEE: Who do you think you are? You call yourself a therapist! 
Damn, here I am spilling my guts out and all you do is look 
at the clock. You don't hear what I say. Your responses are 
not attuned to what I'm saying. I never heard of such therapy. 
You are supposed to be helping me. You are so wrapped up in 
your world you don't hear a thing I'm saying. You don't give 
me the time. The minute the hour is up you push me out the 
door whether I have something important to say or not. I--uh--
it makes me so goddamn mad! 
HELPER RESPONSES : 
(1) You are suggesting I'm wrapped up in myself. Do you think that 
perhaps, in fact, this is your problem? 
(2) I'm only trying to listen to you. Really, I think we are making 
a whole lot of progress here. 
(3) You are pretty displeased with what has been going on here. 
(4) All right, you are furious, but I wonder if it's all mine or is 
there something else eating you. 
121 
APPENDIX B: GROSS FACILITATION SCALE 
Gross Facilitation Scale 
1.  1.5 2.  2.5 3. 3.5 4. 4.5 5. 
None of these 
conditions are 
communicated 
to any notic-
able degree 
in the person. 
Some of the 
conditions 
are communi­
cated and 
some are not. 
All of the 
conditions 
are communi­
cated at a 
minimally 
facilitative 
level. 
All of the 
conditions 
are coomuni-
cated and 
some are com­
municated 
fully. 
All of the 
conditions 
are fully com­
municated simul­
taneously and 
continually. 
The facilitator is a person who is living effectively himself and who dis­
closes himself in a genuine and constructive fashion in response to others. 
He coDinunicates an accurate empathie understanding and a respect for all of 
the feelings of other persons and guides discussions with those persons into 
specific feelings and experiences. He communicates confidence in what he is 
doing and is spontaneous and intense. In addition, while he is open and 
flexible in his relations with others, in his commitment to the welfare of 
the other person he is quite capable of active, assertive and even confront­
ing behavior when it is appropriate. 
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APPENDIX C: PHYSIOLOGICAL AND SELF-REPORT PREJUDICE 
Table A. Mean scores: Physiological and self-report prejudice* 
Scores 
Ethnic 1 2 3 4 Report 
Subject» group Sex (male) (female) (male) (female) Mean scores mean scores 
1 1 1 20^ 14 10 1 11.3 7 
2 1 1 1 7 8 1 4.3 7 
3 1 1 3 2 3 1 2.3 6 
4 1 1 6 4 4 2 4.0 7 
5 1 1 5 30 18 5 14.5 6 
6 1 2 2 7 10 8 6.8 6 
7 1 2 13 14 15 10 13.0 6 
8 1 2 4 6 5 6 5.3 6 
9 1 2 2 2 4 2 2.5 6 
10 1 2 4 8 4 11 6.8 6 
11 2 1 3 6 5 4 4.5 7 
12 2 1 3 6 4 4 4.3 7 
13 2 1 12 10 8 5 8.8 7 
14 2 1 38 8 5 10 15.3 6 
15 2 1 14 25 5 4 12.0 6 
16 2 2 30 7 21 3 15.3 7 
17 2 2 3 5 5 10 5.8 7 
18 2 2 6 2 2 1 2.5 7 
19 2 2 3 10 6 3 5.5 6 
20 2 2 2 2 2 2 2.0 7 
^Legend : Ethnic group—1 » Black, 2 a White; Sex—1 = ; Male, 2 = Female. 
''waits of measure , millimeters. 
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APPENDIX D: MEAN SCORES : COMMUNICATION AND DISCRIMINATION 
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Table B. Discrimination and communication scores* 
Dlscrlm- Communl-
Ethnlc Inatlon cation 
Subjects group Sex Helpee type scores mean scores 
1 1 BFH 4.0 3.2 
1 1 BFH 1.5 3.3 
1 1 BFH 4.0 3.0 
1 1 BFH 3.5 2.9 
1 1 WMH 3.0 2.4 
1 1 WMH 1.0 2.8 
1 1 WMH 1.5 2.6 
1 1 WMH 4.0 2.5 
1 1 WFH 4.0 2.4 
1 1 WFH 3.5 2.0 
1 1 WFH 1.0 1.7 
1 1 WFH 1.0 1.6 
1 1 BMH 3.0 1.7 
1 1 BMH 3.5 2.4 
1 1 BMH 3.0 1.9 
1 1 BMH 3.5 1.9 
2 1 1 WMH 1.5 1.5 
2 1 1 WMH 3.0 1.7 
2 1 WMH 4.0 1.6 
2 1 1 WMH 1.5 1.5 
2 1 1 WFH 1.0 1.1 
2 1 1 WFH 3.5 1.3 
2 1 1 WFH 4.0 1.2 
2 1 WFH 3.0 1.2 
2 1 1 BMH 1.0 2.6 
2 1 1 BMH 3.0 2.3 
2 1 BMH 4.0 2.3 
2 1 1 BMH 2.5 2.6 
2 1 1 BFH 4.0 2.3 
2 1 1 BFH 3.0 2.6 
2 1 1 BFH 3.5 1.6 
2 1 BFH 3.5 1.4 
3 1 1 WFH 1.5 2.7 
3 1 1 WFH 1.5 2.8 
3 1 WFH 1.5 2.6 
3 1 1 WFH 3.0 2.3 
g 
Legend: Ethnic group--l = Black, 2 = White; Sex—1 = Male, 2 = 
Female; Helpee type—BMH • Black Male Helpee, BFH • Black Female Helpee, 
Wtffl • White Male Helpee, WFH • White Female Helpee. 
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Table B (Continued) 
Discrim­ Communi­
Ethnic ination cation 
Subjects group Sex Helpee type scores mean scores 
3 1 1 BMH 4.0 2.5 
3 1 1 BMH 1.5 2.2 
3 1 1 BMH 4.0 2.9 
3 1 1 BMH 4.0 2.3 
3 1 1 BFH 1.5 2.7 
3 1 1 BFH 3.5 2.6 
3 1 1 BFH 4.0 2.8 
3 1 1 BFH 2.5 2.5 
3 1 1 WMH 4.0 2.6 
3 1 1 WMH 3.0 1.0 
3 1 1 WMH 1.0 2.6 
3 1 1 WMH 3.0 2.4 
4 1 1 WFH 3.0 1.5 
4 1 1 WFH 3.5 1.6 
4 1 1 WFH 4.0 1.7 
4 1 1 WFH 3.5 1.4 
4 1 1 BMH 4.0 2.3 
4 1 1 BMH 1.5 1.8 
4 1 1 BMH 1.5 1.7 
4 1 1 BMH 1.0 1.7 
4 1 1 BFH 1.5 2.7 
4 1 1 BFH 3.5 2.4 
4 1 1 BFH 1.0 2.5 
4 1 1 BFH 2.5 2.3 
4 i 1 wHH 4.0 2.6 
4 1 1 WMH 3.5 2.7 
4 1 1 WMH 3.5 2.3 
4 1 1 WMH 3.5 2.4 
5 1 1 BMH 4.0 2.1 
5 1 1 BMH 3.5 2.2 
5 1 1 BMH 4.0 1.3 
5 1 1 BMH 3.0 1.3 
5 1 1 BFH 4.0 1.0 
5 1 1 BFH 3.5 1.0 
5 1 1 BFH 4.0 1.4 
5 BFH 3.0 2.1 
5 1 1 WMH 4.0 1.8 
5 1 1 WMH 3.5 2.4 
5 1 WMH 1.5 1.4 
5 1 1 WMH 1.0 2.1 
5 1 1 WFH 4.0 1.1 
5 1 WFH 3.5 1.1 
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Table B (Continued) 
Discrim­ Communi­
Ethnic ination cation 
Subjects group Sex Helpee type scores mean scores 
5 1 1 WFH 3.5 1.2 
5 1 1 WFH 3.5 1.0 
6 1 2 WFH 1.5 3.2 
6 1 2 WFH 3.5 3.2 
6 1 2 WFH 4.0 2.9 
6 1 2 BMH 3.0 2.2 
6 1 2 BMH 3.5 2.2 
6 1 2 BMH 4.0 2.0 
6 1 2 BMH 3.0 2.7 
6 1 2 BFH 4.0 1.6 
6 1 2 BFH 3.5 2.2 
6 1 2 BFH 1.5 2.3 
6 1 2 BFH 2.5 1.9 
6 1 2 WMH 4.0 2.0 
6 1 2 WMH 3.5 3.0 
6 2 WMH 3.0 1.9 
6 1 2 WMH 3.5 2.6 
7 1 2 BMH 1.5 2.6 
7 1 2 BMH 3.5 2.9 
7 1 2 BMH 4.0 2.9 
7 1 2 BMH 3.5 2.9 
7 1 2 BFH 1.0 3.0 
7 1 2 BFH 3.5 2.8 
7 1 2 BFH 3.0 2.9 
7 1 2 BFH 4.0 3.3 
7 1 2 WMH 3.0 2.8 
7 1 2 WMH 3.0 3.0 
7 1 2 WMH 3.0 2.8 
7 1 2 WMH 2.5 3.0 
7 1 2 WFH 4.0 2.8 
7 1 2 WFH 3.5 2.5 
7 1 2 WFH 3.0 2.9 
7 1 2 WFH 3.0 2.5 
8 1 2 BFH 4.0 2.2 
8 1 2 BFH 3.5 2.3 
8 2 BFH 4.0 2.6 
8 1 2 BFH 3.5 1.8 
8 1 2 WMH 3.0 2.4 
8 1 2 WMH 3.0 2.3 
8 1 2 WMH 4.0 2.4 
8 1 2 WMH 4.0 2.1 
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Table B (Continued) 
Discrim­ Communi­
Ethnic ination cation 
Subjects group Sex Helpee type scores mean scores 
8 1 2 WFH 4.0 2.1 
8 1 2 WFH 3.5 2.2 
8 1 2 WFH 1.5 2.2 
8 1 2 WFH 4.0 2.3 
8 1 2 BMH 4.0 2.5 
8 1 2 BMH 3.5 2.9 
8 1 2 BMH 3.5 2.7 
8 1 2 BMH 3.5 2.2 
9 1 2 WMH 1.5 1.6 
9 I 2 WMH 1.5 1.5 
9 1 2 WMH 4.0 1.9 
9 1 2 WMH 1.5 1.2 
9 1 2 WFH 1.0 1.3 
9 1 2 WFH 1.0 1.1 
9 1 2 WFH 1.5 1.4 
9 1 2 WFH 1.0 1.1 
9 1 2 BMH 1.0 1.4 
9 1 2 BMH 3.5 1.6 
9 1 2 BMH 1.0 1.8 
9 1 2 BMH 1.0 1.3 
9 1 2 BFH 4.0 1.5 
9 1 2 BFH 3.5 1.3 
9 1 2 BFH 1.0 1.6 
9 1 2 BFH 3.5 1.1 
10 i 2 BnK 4.0 1.8 
10 1 2 BMH 3.5 2.7 
10 1 2 BMH 3.0 2.7 
10 1 2 BMH 3.0 1.9 
10 1 2 BFH 1.0 2.7 
10 1 2 BFH 3.5 2.9 
10 1 2 BFH 4.0 3.2 
10 1 2 BFH 4.0 3.1 
10 1 2 WMH 1.0 2.7 
10 1 2 WMH 3.5 2.4 
10 1 2 WMH 4.0 2.6 
10 2 1.0 3.1 
10 1 2 WFH 4.0 2.4 
10 1 2 WFH 3.5 2.4 
10 1 2 WFH 3.5 2.5 
10 1 2 WFH 3.0 2.3 
11 2 1 WMH 4.0 3.6 
11 2 1 WMH 3.5 3.6 
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Table B (Continued) 
Discrim­ Communi­
Ethnic ination cation 
Subjects group Sex Helpee type scores mean scores 
11 2 1 WMH 4.0 2.6 
11 2 1 WMH 3.5 2.2 
11 2 1 WFH 4.0 2.0 
11 2 1 WFH 3.5 3.1 
11 2 1 WFH 4.0 2.2 
11 2 1 WFH 4.0 3.2 
11 2 1 BMH 4.0 2.3 
11 2 1 BMH 3.5 2.9 
11 2 1 BMH 4.0 2.7 
11 2 1 BMH 4.0 2.7 
11 2 1 BFH 4.0 2.1 
11 2 1 BFH 3.0 3.6 
11 2 1 BFH 3.5 3.5 
11 2 1 BFH 3.5 3.3 
12 2 1 BFH 3.0 2.0 
12 2 1 BFH 3.5 2.4 
12 2 1 BFH 3.0 2.1 
12 2 1 BFH 3.0 2.0 
12 2 1 WMH 3.0 3.0 
12 2 1 WMH 3.0 2.6 
12 2 1 WMH 3.0 2.3 
12 2 1 WMH 3.0 2.6 
12 2 1 WFH 4.0 2.9 
12 2 1 WFH 3.0 2.7 
12 2 1 WFH 3.0 2.4 
12 2 1 WFH 4.0 2.1 
12 2 1 BMH 3.5 2.4 
12 2 1 BMH 3.5 2.3 
12 2 1 BMH 3.0 2.9 
12 2 1 BMH 3.0 2.8 
13 2 1 BFH 1.5 1.1 
13 2 1 BFH 3.0 1.2 
13 2 1 BFH 3.0 2.0 
13 2 1 BFH 3.0 2.4 
13 2 1 WMF 1.0 2.3 
13 2 1 WMF 3.5 2.0 
13 2 1 WMF 4.0 2.5 
13 2 1 WMF 1.0 2.4 
13 2 1 WFH 4.0 2.9 
13 2 WFH 3.0 2.6 
13 2 1 WFH 1.5 2.4 
13 2 1 WFH 1.0 2.4 
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Table B (Continued) 
Discrim­ Communi­
Ethnie ination cation 
Subjects group Sex Helpee type scores mean scores 
13 2 1 BMH 4.0 2.7 
13 2 1 BMH 3.5 2.1 
13 2 1 BMH 3.5 2.5 
13 2 1 BMH 3.5 2.3 
14 2 1 WFH 3.0 2.1 
14 2 1 WFH 1.5 2.2 
14 2 1 WFH 3.0 2.4 
14 2 1 WFH 1.5 1.6 
14 2 1 BMH 4.0 1.9 
14 2 1 BMH 3.0 2.4 
14 2 1 BMH 3.0 1.7 
14 2 1 BMH 1.0 2.2 
14 2 1 BFH 4.0 2.5 
14 2 1 BFH 3.5 1.6 
14 2 1 BFH 3.0 2.3 
14 2 1 BFH 2.5 1.7 
14 2 1 WMF 3.0 2.4 
14 2 1 WMF 3.5 2.4 
14 2 1 WMF 3.5 2.7 
14 2 1 WMF 3.5 2.2 
15 2 1 BMH 4.0 2.3 
15 2 1 BMH 3.5 1,5 
15 2 1 BMH 4.0 2.5 
15 2 1 BMH 3.0 2.4 
15 2 1 BFH 4.0 2.3 
15 2 1 BFH 3.5 3.1 
15 2 1 BFH 4.0 3.4 
15 2 1 BFH 3.0 3.3 
15 2 WMH 4.0 2.7 
15 2 1 WMH 3.0 2.9 
15 2 1 WMH 3.0 1.8 
15 2 1 WMH 2.5 1.4 
15 2 1 WFH 4.0 1.6 
15 2 1 WFH 3.5 2.4 
15 2 1 WFH 3.5 3.1 
15 2 1 WFH 3.5 2.8 
16 2 2 BFH 4.0 2.6 
16 2 2 BFH 3.5 3.1 
16 2 2 BFH 4.0 2.9 
16 2 2 BFH 3.0 2.6 
16 2 2 WMH 4.0 2.9 
16 2 2 WMH 3.5 2.6 
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Table B (Continued) 
Discrim­ Communi­
Ethnic ination cation 
Subjects group Sex Helpee type scores mean scores 
16 2 2 WMH 3.0 3.2 
16 2 2 WMH 4.0 3.1 
16 2 2 WFH 4.0 3.0 
16 2 2 WFH 3.0 3.0 
16 2 2 WFH 3.0 2.8 
16 2 2 WFH 4.0 2.9 
16 2 2 BMH 3.0 2.8 
16 2 2 BMH 3.5 3.1 
16 2 2 BMH 3.5 3.0 
16 2 2 BMH 3.0 3.1 
17 2 2 WMH 4.0 3.0 
17 2 2 WMH 3.5 2.8 
17 2 2 WMH 4.0 2.6 
17 2 2 WMH 3.0 2.2 
17 2 2 WFH 3.0 2.7 
17 2 2 WFH 3.5 2.7 
17 2 2 WFH 4.0 1.7 
17 2 2 WFH 4.0 2.3 
17 2 2 BMH 4.0 2.1 
17 2 2 BMH 3.5 2.4 
17 2 2 BMH 4.0 3.2 
17 2 2 BMH 4.0 1.3 
17 2 2 BFH 4.0 2.2 
17 2 2 BFH 3.5 3.1 
17 2 2 BrK 3.0 2.8 
17 2 2 BFH 1.5 2.4 
18 2 2 BMH 3.0 3.0 
18 2 2 BMH 3.5 3.2 
18 2 2 BMH 4.0 2.7 
18 2 2 BMH 3.0 3.0 
18 2 2 BFH 4.0 2.8 
18 2 2 BFH 3.5 2.9 
18 2 2 BFH 4.0 3.1 
18 2 2 BFH 4.0 3.2 
18 2 2 WMH 4.0 2.9 
18 2 2 WMH 3.5 3.3 
18 2 2 WMH 4.0 3.0 
18 2 2 WMH 4.0 2.7 
18 2 2 WFH 4.0 3.0 
18 2 2 WFH 3.5 3.3 
18 2 2 WFH 3.5 3.0 
18 2 2 WFH 3.0 2.8 
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Table B (Continued) 
Discrim­ Communi­
Ethnic ination cation 
Subjects group Sex Helpee type scores mean scores 
19 2 2 WMH 3.0 2.6 
19 2 2 WMH 3.5 3.0 
19 2 2 WMH 3.0 2.7 
19 2 2 WMH 3.0 2.5 
19 2 2 WFH 3.0 2.4 
19 2 2 WFH 3.0 3.0 
19 2 2 WFH 4.0 2.2 
19 2 2 WFH 1.0 2.3 
19 2 2 BMH 4.0 3.0 
19 2 2 BMH 3.5 2.7 
19 2 2 BMH 3.0 2.8 
19 2 2 BMH 4.0 3.1 
19 2 2 BFH 4.0 2.8 
19 2 2 BFH 3.0 3.0 
19 2 2 BFH 3.5 3.6 
19 2 2 BFH 3.5 2.6 
20 2 2 WFH 4.0 2.5 
20 2 2 WFH 3.5 2.4 
20 2 2 WFH 4.0 2.4 
20 2 2 WFH 3.0 1.9 
20 2 2 BMH 3.0 2.0 
20 2 2 BMH 3.5 2.8 
20 2 2 BMH 4.0 2.8 
20 2 2 BMH 3.0 2.8 
20 6 2 BFH 4:0 2,5 
20 2 2 BFH 3.5 3.1 
20 2 2 BFH 3.0 2.2 
20 2 2 BFH 2.5 1.9 
20 2 2 WMH 3.0 2.4 
20 2 2 WMH 3.0 1.9 
20 2 2 WMH 3.5 2.9 
20 2 2 WMH 3.5 2.0 
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APPENDIX E: STATISTICAL TABLES 
Table C. Analysis of variance for black and white helpers' level of verbal comnunicatlon 
Sources df ss ms 
Between subjects (helpers) 
Helper sex 1 11.99 11.99 2.51 
Helper ethnic group 1 24.96 24.96 5.23 
Helper sex x helper ethnic group 1 0.06 0.06 0.01 
Helper (helper sex and helper ethnic group) 16 76.36 4.77 
Lthin subjects (helpees) 
Helpee sex 1 0.55 0.55 6.88 
Helpee ethnic group 1 0.68 0.68 8.50 
Helpee sex x helpee ethnic group 1 2.81 2.81 35.13 
Person (helpee sex and helpee ethnic group) 0.33 0.08 
Helpee sex x helper sex 1 0.03 0.03 0.07 
Helpee sex x helper ethnic group 1 0.08 0.08 0.08 
Helpee sex x helper sex x helper etlimic group 1 0.17 0.17 0.39 
Helpee ethnic group x helper sex 1 0.20 0.20 0,45 
Helpee ethnic group x helper ethnic group 1 0.93 0.93 2,11 
Helpee ethnic group x helper sex x helper ethnic group 1 2.35 2.35 5.34 
Helpee sex x helpee ethnic group x 'helper sex 1 0.53 0.53 1.20 
Helpee sex x helpee ethnic group x helper ethnic group 1 0.70 0.70 1.59 
Helpee sex x helpee ethnic group x helper sex x helper ethnic group 1 1.19 1.19 2.70 
Residual 124 54.15 0.44 
Corrected total 159 178.07 1.12 
* 
Significant at the .05 level. 
Table D. Analysis of covarlance for black and white helpers' level of verbal communication, 
when controlling for physiological prejudice 
Sources df ss ms F 
Between subjects (helpers) 
Helper sex 1 12.62 12.62 2.65 
Helper ethnic group 1 24.67 24.67 5.18* 
Helper sex x helper ethnic group 1 0.10 0.10 0.02 
Helper (helper sex and helper ethnic group) 16 76.12 4.76 
Within subjects (helpees) 
Helpee sex 1 0.55 0.55 6.88 
Helpee ethnic group 1 0.68 0.68 8.50 
Helpee sex x helpee ethnic group 1 2.81 2.81 35.13 
Person (helpee sex and helpee ethnic group) 0.33 0.08 
Helpee sex x helper sex 1 0.03 0.03 0.07 
Helpee sex x helper ethnic group 1 0.08 0.08 0.18 
Helpee sex x helper sex x helper etllinlc group 1 0.17 0.17 0.39 
Helpee ethnic group x helper sex 1 0.20 0.20 0.45 
Helpee ethnic group x helper ethnic group 1 0.93 0.93 2.11 
Helpee ethnic group x helper sex x helper ethnic group 1 2.35 2.35 5.34 
Helpee sex x helpee ethnic group x helper sex 1 0.52 0.52 1.18 
Helpee sex x helpee ethnic group x 'helper ethnic group 1 0.70 0.70 1.59 
Helpee sex x helpee ethnic group x helper sex x helper ethnic group 1 1.19 1.19 2.70 
Residual 123 54.15 0.44 
Corrected total 158 178.21 1.13 
Significant at the .05 level. 
Table E. Analysis of covarlance for black and white helpers' level of verbal comnunication, 
when controlling for self-report prejudice 
Sources df ss ms F 
Between subjects (helpers) 
Helper sex 
Helper ethnic group 
Helper sex x helper ethnic group 
Helper (helper sex and helper ethnic group) 
1 
1 
1 
16 
13.40 
21.17 
0.02 
75.74 
13.40 
21.17 
0.02 
4.73 
2.83 
4.48 
0.00 
Within subject® (helpees) 
Helpee sex 
Helpee ethnic group 
Helpee sex x helpee ethnic group 
Person (helpee sex and helpee ethnic group) 
Helpee sex x helper sex 
Helpee sex x helper ethnic group 
Helpee sex x helper sex x helper ethnic group 
Helpee ethnic group x helper sex 
Helpee ethnic group x helper ethnic group 
Helpee ethnic group x helper sex x helper ethnic group 
Helpee sex x helpee ethnic group x helper sex 
Helpee sex x helpee ethnic group x helper ethnic group 
Helpee sex x helpee ethnic group x helper sex x helper ethnic group 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
0.55 
0.68 
2.81 
0.33 
0.03 
0.08 
0.17 
0.20 
0.93 
2.35 
0.53 
0.70 
1.19 
0.55 
0.68 
2.81 
0.08 
0.03 
0.08 
0.17 
0.20 
0.93 
2.35 
0.53 
0.70 
1.19 
6.88 
8.50 
35.13 
0.07 
0.18 
0.39 
0.45 
2.11 
5.34 
1.20 
1.59 
2.70 
Residual 123 54.15 0.44 
Corrected total 158 175.00 1.11 
Table ?. Analysis of covariance for black and white helpers' level of verbal communication, 
when controlling for combined physiological and self-report prejudice 
Sources df ss ms 
Between subjects (helpers) 
Helper sex 1 15.00 15.00 3.19 
Helper ethnic group 1 19.57 19.57 4.16 
Helper sex x helper ethnic group 1 0.03 0.03 0.01 
Helper (helper sex and helper ethnic group) 16 75.13 4.70 
Within subjects (helpees) 
Helpee sex 1 0.55 0.55 6.88 
Helpee ethnic group 1 0.70 0.70 8.75 
Helpee sex x helpee ethnic group 1 2.81 2.81 35.13 
Person (helpee sex and helpee ethnic group) 0.33 0.08 
Helpee sex x helper sex 1 0.03 0.03 0.07 
Helpee sex x helper ethnic group 1 0.08 0.08 0.18 
Helpee sex x helper sex x helper ethnic group 1 0.17 0.17 0.39 
Helpee ethnic group x helper sex 1 0.20 0.20 0.45 
Helpee ethnic group x helper ethnic group 1 0.93 0.93 2.11 
Helpee ethnic group x helper sex x helper ethnic group 1 2.35 2.35 5.34 
Helpee sex x helpee ethnic group x helper sex 1 0.52 0.52 1.18 
Helpee sex x helpee ethnic group x tielper ethnic group 1 0.70 0.70 1.59 
Helpee sex x helpee ethnic group x helper sex x helper ethnic group 1 1.19 1.19 2.70 
Residual 122 54.14 0.44 
Corrected total 157 174.43 1.11 
Table G. Analysis of variance for black and whlke helpers' level of written discrimination 
Sources df ss ms 
Between subjects (helpers) 
Helper sex 1 4.06 4.06 0.83 
Helper ethnic group 1 26.00 26.00 5.34* 
Helper sex x helper ethnic group 1 0.98 0.98 0.20 
Helper (helper sex and helper ethnic: group) 16 77.93 4.87 
Within subjects (helpees) 
Helpee sex 1 0.07 0.07 0.05 
Helpee ethnic group 1 4.39 4.30 3.05 
Helpee sex x helpee ethnic group 1 0.04 0.04 0.03 
Person (helpee sex and helpee ethnic group) 5.77 1.44 
Helpee sex x helper sex 1 0.01 0.01 0.01 
Helpee sex x helper ethnic group 1 0.70 0.70 0.52 
Helpee sex x helper sex x helper ethnic group 1 0.08 0.08 0.06 
Helpee ethnic group x helper sex 1 0.19 0.19 0.14 
Helpee ethnic group x helper ethnic group 1 0.45 0.45 0.34 
Helpee ethnic group x helper sex x helper ethnic group 1 0.45 0.45 0.34 
Helpee sex x helpee ethnic group x helper sex 1 0.35 0.35 0.26 
Helpee sex x helpee ethnic group x helper ethnic group 1 0.08 0.08 0.06 
Helpee sex x helpee ethnic group x helper sex x helper ethnic group 1 0.04 0.04 0.03 
Residual 124 166.23 1.34 
Corrected total 159 287.82 1.81 
Significant at the .05 level. 
Table H» Analysis of covarlance for black and white helpers' level of written discrimination, 
Wien controlling for physiological prejudice 
Sources df ss ms 
Between subjects (helpers) 
Helper sex 1 5.21 5.21 1.10 
Helper ethnic group 1 25.12 25.12 5.30* 
Helper sex x helper ethnic group 1 1.41 1.41 0,30 
Helper (helper sex and helper ethnic group) 16 75.78 4.74 
Ithln subjects (helpees) 
Helpee sex 1 0,08 0.08 0.06 
Helpee ethnic group 1 4.39 4.39 3.05 
Helpee sex x helpee ethnic group 1 0.04 0.04 0.03 
Person (helpee sex and helpee ethnic group) 5.77 1.44 
Helpee sex x helper sex 1 0.01 0.01 0.01 
Helpee sex x helper ethnic group 1 0.69 0.69 0.51 
Helpee sex x helper sex x helper ethnic group 1 0.08 0.08 0.06 
Helpee ethnic group x helper sex 1 0.19 0.19 0.14 
Helpee ethnic group x helper ethnic group 1 0.45 0.45 0.33 
Helpee ethnic group x helper sex x helper ethnic group 1 0.45 0.45 0.33 
Helpee sex x helpee ethnic group x helper sex 1 0.35 0.35 0.26 
Helpee sex x helpee ethnic group x helper ethnic group 1 0.08 0.08 0.06 
Helpee sex x helpee ethnic group x helper sex x helper ethnic group 1 0.04 0.04 0.03 
Residual 123 166.23 1.35 
Corrected total 158 286.36 1.81 
iff 
Significant at the .05 level. 
Table I- Analysis of covariance for black and white helpers' level of written discrimination, 
when controlling for self-report prejudice 
Sources df ss ms 
Between subjects (helpers) 
Helper sex 1 4.04 4.04 0.83 
Helper ethnic group 1 26.10 26.10 5.36 
Helper sex x helper ethnic group 1 1.00 1.00 0.21 
Helper (helper sex and helper ethnic: group) 16 77.92 4.87 
Within subjects (helpees) 
Helpee sex 1 0.07 0.07 0.05 
Helpee ethnic group 1 4.38 4.38 3.04 
Helpee sex x helpee ethnic group 1 0.04 0.04 0.03 
Person, (helpee sex and helpee ethnic group) 4 5.77 1.44 
Helpee sex x helper sex 1 0.01 0.01 0.01 
Helpee sex x Jhelper ethnic group 1 0.69 0.69 0.51 
Helpee sex x helper sex x helper ettinic group 1 0.08 0.08 0.06 
Helpee ethnic group x helper sex 1 0.19 0.19 0.14 
Helpee ethnic group x helper ethnic group 1 0.45 0.45 0.33 
Helpee ethnic group x helper sex x helper ethnic group 1 0.45 0.45 0.33 
Helpee sex x helpee ethnic group x helper sex 1 0.35 0.35 0.26 
Helpee sex x helpee ethnic group x helper ethnic group 1 0.08 0.08 0.06 
Helpee sex x helpee ethnic group x helper sex x helper ethnic group 1 0.04 0.04 0.03 
Residual 123 166.23 1.35 
Corrected total 158 287.89 1.82 
Significant at the .05 level. 
Table J. Analysis of covarlance for black and white helpers' level of written discrimination, 
when controlling for combined physiological and self-report prejudice 
Sources df ss ms 
Between subjects (helpers) 
Helper sex 1 5.91 5.91 1.25 
Helper ethnic group 1 22.66 22.66 4.80^ 
Helper sex x helper ethnic group 1 0.93 0.93 0.20 
Helper (helper sex and helper ethnj.c group) 16 75.57 4.72 
Within subjects (helpees) 
Helpeie sex 1 0.08 0.08 0.06 
Helpee ethnic group 1 4.39 4.39 3.05 
Helpee sex x helpee ethnic group 1 0.04 0.04 0.03 
Person (helpee sex and helpee ethmLc group) 5.77 1.44 
Helpee sex x helper sex 1 0.01 0.01 0.01 
Helpee sex x helper ethnic group 1 0.69 0.69 0.51 
Helpee sex x helper sex x helper ethnic group 1 0.08 0.08 0.06 
Helpee ethnic group x helper sex 1 0.19 0.19 0.14 
Helpee ethnic group x helper ethnic group 1 0.45 0.45 0.33 
Helpee ethnic group x helper sex x helper ethnic group 1 0.45 0.45 0.33 
Helpee sex x helpee ethnic group x helper sex 1 0.35 0.35 0.26 
Helpee sex x helpee ethnic group x helper ethnic group 1 0.08 0.07 0.05 
Helpee sex x helpee ethnic group x helper sex x helper ethnic group 1 0,04 0.04 0.03 
Residual 122 166.23 1.36 
Corrected total 157 283.92 1.81 
Significant at the .05 level. 
Table K.. Analysis of covariance for black and white helpers' level of written discrimination, 
when controlling for verbal communication scores 
Sources df ss ms 
Between subjects (helpers) 
Helper sex 1 1.39 1.39 0.32 
Helper ethnic group 1 15.14 15.14 3,52 
Helper sex x helper ethnic group 1 0.86 0.86 0.20 
Helper (helper sex and helper ethnic group) 16 64.50 4.30 
Lthin subjects (helpees) 
Helpee sex 1 0.01 0.01 0.01 
Helpee ethnic group 1 3.60 3.60 2.67 
Helpee sex x helpee ethnic group 1 0.36 0.36 0.27 
Person (helpee sex and helpee ethnic group) 5,42 1,35 
Helpee sex x helper sex 1 0.03 0.03 0.02 
Helpee sex x helper ethnic group 1 0.81 0.81 0.58 
Helpee sex x helper sex x helper et'tinlc group 1 0.14 0.14 0.10 
Helpee ethnic group x helper sex 1 0,11 0.11 0.08 
Helpee ethnic group x helper ethnic group 1 0.19 0.19 0.14 
Helpee ethnic group x helper sex x helper ethnic group 1 1,09 1.09 0.78 
Helpee sex x helpee ethnic group x helper sex 1 0,59 0.59 0.42 
Helpee sex x helpee ethnic group x helper ethnic group 1 0.01 0.01 0.01 
Helpee sex x helpee ethnic group x helper sex x helper ethnic group 1 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Residual 123 171.66 1.40 
Corrected total 158 265.89 1.68 
Table L.. Analysis of covariance for black and white helpers' level of written discrimination, 
when controlling for combined physiological prejudice and verbal communication scores 
Sources df ss ms F 
Between subjects (helpers) 
Helper sex 1 2.07 2.07 0.53 
Helper ethnic group 1 14.69 14.69 3.74 
Helper sex x helper ethnic group 1 1.23 1.23 0.31 
Helper (helper sex and helper ethnic group) 16 62.86 3.93 
Within subjects (helpees) 
Helpee sex 1 0.01 0.01 0.01 
Helpee ethnic group 1 3.61 3.61 2.65 
Helpee sex x helpee ethnic group 1 0.35 0.35 0.26 
Person (helpee sex and helpee ethnic group) 5.42 1.36 
Helpee sex x helper sex 1 0.03 0.03 0.02 
Helpee sex x helper ethnic group 1 0.81 0.81 0.57 
Helpee sex x helper sex x helper ethnic group 1 0.14 0.14 0.10 
Helpee ethnic group x helper sex 1 0.11 0.11 0.08 
Helpee ethnic group x helper ethnic group 1 0.20 0.20 0.14 
Helpee ethnic group x helper sex x helper ethnic group 1 1.07 1.07 0.76 
Helpee sex x helpee ethnic group x helper sex 1 0.59 0.59 0.42 
Helpee sex x helpee ethnic group x helper ethnic group 1 0.01 0.01 0.01 
Helpee sex x helpee ethnic group x helper sex x helper ethnic group 1 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Residual 122 171.50 1.41 
Corrected total 157 264.70 1.69 
Table M. Analysis of covarlance for black and white helpers* level of written discrimination, 
when controlling for combined self-report prejudice and verbal communication scores 
Sources df ss ms 
Between subjects (helpers) 
Helper sex 1 1.26 1.26 0.31 
Helper ethnic group 1 15.92 15.92 3.95 
Helper sex X helper ethnic group 1 1.07 1.07 0.27 
Helper (helper sex and helper ethnic group) 16 64.41 4.03 
Within subjects (helpees) 
Helpee sex 1 0.01 0.01 0.01 
Helpee ethnic group 1 3.59 3.59 2.66 
Helpee sex x helpee ethnic group 1 0.37 0.37 0.27 
Person (helpee sex and helpee ethnic group) 4 5.41 1.35 
Helpee sex x helper sex 1 0.03 0.03 0.02 
Helpee sex x helper ethnic group 1 0.81 0.81 0.57 
Helpee sex x helper sex x helper ethnic group 1 0.14 0.14 0.10 
Helpee ethnic group x helper sex 1 0.11 0.11 0.08 
Helpee ethnic group x helper ethnic group 1 0.19 0.19 0.13 
Helpee ethnic group x helper sex x helper ethnic group 1 1.09 1.09 0.77 
Helpee sex x helpee ethnic group x helper sex 1 0.59 0.59 0.42 
Helpee sex x helpee ethnic group x helper ethnic group 1 0.01 0.01 0.01 
Helpee sex x helpee ethnic group x helper sex x helper ethnic group 1 0.00 0.00 0,00 
Residual 122 171.71 1.41 
Corrected total 157 266.71 1.70 
Table N. Analysis of covarlance for black and white helpers' level of written discrimination, 
when controlling for combined physiological and self-report prejudice and verbal 
conanunlcation scores 
Sources df ss ms 
Between subjects (helpers) 
Helper sex 1 2.30 2.30 0.59 
Helper ethnic group 1 13.82 13.82 3.52 
Helper sex x helper ethnic group 1 1.00 1.00 0.25 
Helper (helper sex and helper ethnic group) 16 62.87 3.93 
Within subjects (helpees) 
Helpee sex 1 0.01 0.01 0.01 
Helpee ethnic group 1 3.61 3.61 2.65 
Helpee sex x helpee ethnic group 1 0.35 0.35 0.26 
Person (helpee sex and helpee ethnic group) 5.43 1.36 
Helpee sex x helper sex 1 0.03 0.03 0.02 
Helpee sex x helper ethnic group 1 0.80 0.80 0.56 
Helpee sex x helper sex x helper ethnic group 1 0.14 0.14 0.10 
Helpee ethnic group x helper sex 1 0.11 0.11 0.08 
Helpee ethnic group x helper ethnic group 1 0.20 0.20 0.14 
Helpee ethnic group x helper sex x helper ethnic group 1 1.07 1.07 0.75 
Helpee sex x helpee ethnic group x helper sex 1 0.58 0.58 0.41 
Helpee sex x helpee ethnic group x helper ethnic group 1 0.01 0.01 0.01 
Helpee sex x helpee ethnic group x helper sex x helper ethnic group 1 0.00 0.00 0.01 
Residual 121 171.44 1.42 
Correc ted total 156 263.78 1.69 
